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PART i 


THE INTERVIEW OF THE AMERICAN T.V. 


WITH DR. FAYEZ SAYEGH, 


THE INDICATOR OF THE ARAB POSITION 


SUSSKIND: What effective role can the U.N. play, 
finally, in the Arab-Israel issue? 


SAYEGH: Well, let’s not forget that it was the 
role of the United Nations, to begin with, that 
created the present troubles in the Middle 
East, by recommending the establishment of a 
Jewish state on what was Arab Palestine — 
or, on that portion of what was Arab Pales- 
tine. 


So we feel that if the United Nations can be 
effective for ill, it cerainly should be able ef- 
fective for good. 


SUSSKIND: Well, how, precisely, do you see the 
U.N. being effective? 


SAYEGH: Well, first of all, the U.N. is a forum 
that can educate world public opinion, and 
that can arouse world conscience. This is one 
aspect of the U.N. that, whatever else its prac- 
tical efficacy or inefficacy, may be, is of tre- 
mendous value, as a platform for airing all 
points of view, without any bias, and without 
any prejudice by any management, so to 
speak. 


Then, the United Nations is capable, under its 
Charter, under Chapter 7 of its Charter, 
through the Security Council, of taking en- 
forcement action under certain circumsfances 
where peace can be threatened, or where peace 
has been threatened. And this is, in the last 
resort, the power of the United Nations, to fake 
enforcement action. 


SUSSKIND: Let’s take those two principles you 
set forth, First, as a forum in presenting your 
case, and other Arab representatives, how do 
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you think you’ve fared so far, compared to the 
Israeli presentation at the U.N.? 


SAYEGH: Well, take a country like the United 
States, where the Arab point of view — this 
Session, perhaps, excepted — seldom has an 
opportunity to be heard. I feel that the pre- 
sence of the United Nations in the United 
States has enabled some audiences in America 
to be able to listen to Arabs presenting their 
case, perhaps for the first time in their lives. 


There is no difficulty for Israel to present its 
case in the United State. The U.N. provides, 
perhaps, the only forum on a sustained basis 
for the Arab point of view to be heard in 
America. 


SUSSKIND: It is your contention that Israel com- 
menced war against the Arab countries? 


SAYEGH: It is not even the contention of Israel 
that it did not, sir. Israel certainly sent its Air 
force across the demarcation lines and the 
borders, into Arab air bases, and at a time 
when Arabs were being told by the United 
States, by France, and by the Soviet Union: 
As long as you do not invade Israel, don’t wor- 
ry about Israel invading you.’ And the Arabs 
were assuring these great powers that we shall 
not invade first. 


SUSSKIND: Was the closing of the Gulf of Aqaba 
— that a war act? 


SAYEGH: No, sir. It was not a war act. And this is 
a matter which can be adjudicated before an 
international tribunal, whether a state which 
has a strait within its territorial waters is en- 
titled, under certain circumstances — the judi- 
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cial nature of the U.A.R’s claim is something 
neither you, nor IJ, nor President Johnson, can 
unilaterally, operatively decide on. It should 
have gone before an international tribunal 
judging in accordance with International Law. 
If Israel felt it had a case against the U.A.R., it 
could have taken it to the International Court 
of Justice. 


SUSSKIND: The Arabs declared war nineteen 
years earlier. 


SAYEGH: You are so closed to the Arab point of 
view that if you declared the fundamentals 
irrational, you probably have not given your- 
self an opportunity to measure them rather 
objectively. 


May I remind you of the following facts: There 
is in International Law, a state of peace, a state 
of war, and there is in between, a state of 
armistice. The state that obtained as between 
the Arab states and Israel, from 1948 until the 
present was armistice regimes. 

An armistice regime suspends some aspects, 
legally permitted under a state of war, and 
prevents them, and permits other aspects 
that a state can conduct because a state of 
war has not been terminated. 


Now, the armistice regime prevents one state 
from using force against another, but does not 
prevent one state from blockading, or from 
boycotting another. This is the complex situa- 
tion. It is not as simple as either war or peace. 
It is a state of war, not terminated, but re- 
gulated and partially controlled by an ar- 
mistice system. And the armistice system per- 
mitted the Arab states to boycott Israel, with- 


8 


out permitting either party to use its armed 
forces to invade the territory of the other. 


This is the legal situation that obtained on 
June 4th. 


SUSSKIND: But it’s a legality that seems to me 
insufferably and impractically arrogant on 
the part of the Arab states. 


SAYEGH: Unfortunately, the legal system of the 
world is far from perfect, particularly in its 
international aspect. And if we, you and I 
here, try to reform international law now, 
we'd probably enter into a different kind of 
discussion. 


We take international law as it is. We are not 
here to judge international law, we are to 
judge the actions of a state in accordance with 
existing norms of international law. 


SUSSKIND: Why will the Arab countries refuse 
to sit down, at this point, with Israel to nego- 
tiate peace? 

SAYEGH: There are several reasons, sir, and I 
may — in order to elaborate on them, Id 
like not to be interrupted while I’m trying to 
explain. 

First of all, if the issue at stake is how to com- 
pose differences between different countries, 
then negotiation by direct dialogue between 
the parties concerned is not the only method 
that the international system has devised for 
composing international differences. 

The Charter of the United Nations lists at 
least eight methods in Article 33, which are 
equally valid. And it says that the choice of 
what method to be used is up to the parties 
concerned; not up to one party to decide for 
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the other party, but, rather, up to the parties 
concerned. 


It lists negotiation, it lists mediation, it lists 
conciliation, it lists inquiry, it lists arbitration, 
it lists adjudication, it lists the use of regional 
agencies, and it lists, of course, the use of the 
Security Council and the General Assembly 
themselves. 

Now, we are prepared for any of the other 
methods, farther than for negotiation. 


SUSSKIND: Why? 


SAYEGH: It is not that we do not want these dif- 
ferences composed; it is that we reject the 
right of Israel to tell us that out of these eight 
or nine methods, it selects for us and for the 
world the one method which it says we must 
comply with, or else we don’t — we are non- 
peaceful. Now, why do we reject negotiation? 
For the simple reason that when Israel asks 
for negotiation it says it wants to negotiate 
with the Arab states. It so happens that the 
party primarily responsible for discussing the 
fate of that area is the people of Palestine. 
We, in Kuwait, Syria, the U.A.R., Iraq, all 
the Arab states, have no right to dispose of a 
portion of Palestine territory. 


It is up to the Palestinians to decide what they 
agree and what they do not agree to, by way 
of ultimate disposition of their land. 

Israel wants to negotiate with non-parties, 
rather than with the party to the problem. 
Secondly, by saying, ‘let us negotiate directly’ 
Israel is saying — in a whisper — ‘keep the 
United Nations out of the picture.’ This is the 
virtual implication of the demand for direct 
negotiation: the ousting of the United Nations, 
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the blockage of the way of the United Nations 
to intervene. 

Now, let me remind you, the United Nations 
has been responsible for the creation of every 
stage in the evolution of the Palestine prob- 
lem, from 1947 until today. Israel cannot, hav- 
ing benefited from a partial implementation 
of U.N. recommendations in the past, having 
benefited from U.N. actions, and from U.N. 
inaction, Israel cannot now say, ‘Let the U.N. 
stand out of the picture; I want to deal directly 
with the Arab states’. It cannot at one time 
say the whole problem should be decided upon 
by the U.N., and then, at another stage say 
the U.N. has no say to the matter. 


SUSSKIND: Yes, but why not the oldest and the 
best method of all? From ancient times to the 
best. 


SAYEGH: Sir, they are the most appropriate for 
the present international system, beginning 
with the Hague Convention of 1899, as sup- 
plemented by the Hague Convention of 1907, 
then by the League of Nations Covenant of 
1919, and then by the United Nations Charter 
of 1945; these represent the cream of thought 
of international statesmen about how, in the 
twentieth century to cope with international 
differences. 


But now you come with a stroke of the pen 
and attribute it all to a dream of the Arabs. 
This, I would say, sir — forgive me — is a 
reflection on the degree of information, or 
misinformation, you have. 


SUSSKIND: — that you don’t wish to sit down 
with Israel because it would be thereby ac- 
cording Israel — 
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SAYEGH: I will answer that. But you said some- 
thing else that I still have to answer before 
I come to this point. 


You said that we threw away the peace-keep- 
ing machinery of the United Nations when it 
suited our purposes so to do. 


May I remind you, sir, that when the U.N.EF., 
the United Nations Emergency Force, was es- 
tablished in the 4th of November of 1956, the 
United Nations resolution that established it 
said that U.N.E.F. should be stationed on the 
demarcation line. 


And, as Mr. Lodge at that time, speaking for 
the United States government explained, a line 
is nothing but an extension of a point. It has 
no width; therefore, it is simply impossible to 
station a force on a line. 


The meaning of the resolution was, you sta- 
tion the force along the line, which means you 
station it on both sides. 


Which side was it that refused to have 
U.N.E.F. stationed on its side of the line? It 
was Israel. Egypt accepted the U.N. resolu- 
tion, permitted U.N.E.F. stationed on its side 
of the demarcation lines, Israel refused. 


Tf Israel were so keen on these forces staying 
there, it could have allowed them to stay on 
its side of the line; and then, when Egypt 
ousted them from its side of the line, they 
would have remained, in part on the Israel 
side. 

So, sir, again, you are presenting a part of 
the truth. You are ignoring the other part of 
the truth, which the Secretary-General made 


12 


so clear in a recent statement and a recent 
report to the General. Assembly. 


Now, you say we refuse to recognize Israel. 
Yes, we refuse to recognize Israel because the 
Israel you are speaking about is an act of us- 
urpation of an Arab territory, an Arab land; 
an act of ouster of an Arab population. 


Every Israeli who is in Israel today is living 
in the home of an Arab, who has not been com- 
pensated for his property. Every Israeli who 
is in Israel today is there because an Arab has 
been ousted. Israel is, because Palestine has 
been made not to be. The being of Israel is the 
non-being of Palestine. 


We do not endorse the non-being of an Arab 
country called Palestine. We will not recog- 
nize Israel as long as that means non-recogni- 
tion of Arab Palestine. (Applause) 


SUSSKIND: Which means you'll never recognize 
Israel. 


SAYEGH: — We will not legitimize the injustices 
done to the Arabs of Palestine. 


SUSSKIND: You will never negotiate directly 
with Israel, nor will you ever recognize her 
as a sovereign state? 

SAYEGH: We will never negotiate directly with 
Israel, because we have no right to dispose of 
Palestine. Only the Palestinian people has 
that right. We will not recognize an Israel 
whose existence is a denial of the right of the 
Arabs of Palestine to exist. 

SUSSKIND: Dr. Sayegh, you could have American 
television for four hours a night, fifty-two 
weeks a year, and your case would never be 
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better said, or more unattractively received; 
because America, you see, is one of the signa- 
tories in the United Nations to the state of 
Israel, and her legitimacy, and her sover- 
eignty. 

SAYEGH: Mr. Susskind, that doesn’t bother me 
in the least. But, I want to tell you this: that in 
the United Nations Charter there is no obli- 
gation on anybody to recognize the existing 
regime in any other country. 


We believe there is a usurper regime in Pa- 
lestine, which we refuse to recognize. We are 
not in violation of any provision of the U.N. 
Charter by so doing. 


SUSSKIND: — the only successful conclusion, 
from your point of view, would be her final 
demise, or defeat? 


SAYEGH: — Not necessarily. 


SUSSKIND: What else would accommodate your 
ambition? 


SAYEGH: I — what would accommodate your am- 
bition will be — my hope — and say this new 
in the utmost earnestness, whether you like to 
believe me or not — my hope that the human 
conscience will still wake up among the Zion- 
ists living in Israel, and will make them rea- 
lize that they have usurped someone else’s 
land, and will make them accept to live as hu- 
man beings in a democratic Palestine, where 
they and the rightful inhabitants have a place, 
rather than to live in an exclusively Zionist 
state, at the expense of the rightful inhabi- 
tants of Palestine. 


SUSSKIND: Give up statehood? 
14 


SAYEGH: Give up statehood, but not give up ex- 
istence. 


SUSSKIND: Well, that’s charming. Don’t die, but 
gO away. 


SAYEGH: They have done that — Israel has done 
that to the Arabs of Palestine. And I believe 
that human beings are human beings every- 
where. I believe that the human conscience of 
many people in Israel will still awaken to the 
tragedy that they have been instrumental in 
inflictin, upon another people that was never 
guilty of their suffering that was never guilty 
of their persecution in Christian Europe. It is 
not the Moslem Arab, it is not the Christian 
Arab who was guilty of the sufferings of the 
Jew in Europe. It is Europe that’s guilty of the 
sufferings of the Jew in Europe. 


And, may I add, sir, that before the United 
States opened its doors to Jews from Europe, 
the only place in the world to which Jews 
could go. assured of freedom from discrimina- 
tion, assured of an equal life, assured of op- 
portunities to contribute to the culture of the 
area of their adoption, and opportunities to 
partake of cultures of this area, the only 
place in the world which that was available 
was the Arab World. 


It was only in the Arab world that Jews could 
come to escape persecution in Christian Eu- 
rope. And I believe that one day Jews will 
wake up to remember this. And may be some 
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of them will begin to feel:* We have wronged 
those who throughout history have tried to 
be fair to us. 


SUSSKIND: Will you drive Jews in the sea if 
you could? 


SAYEGH: I conceive a Palestine, in which there 
are Jews, as well as Christian Arabs, and Mos- 
lem Arabs, and Jewish Arabs, to be. 


I conceive it as a state in which everybody 
has — every man has one vote, every woman 
has one vote; one person, one vote. They will 
elect representatives, whomever they choose; 
these representatives will run the affairs of 
the state. 


It will not be a state which is exclusive by its 
chartar and constitution of those who are not 
of the reigning and dominant majority in the 
country. It will not be an exclusive Jewish 


(1) The distinguished American rabbi, Elmer Berger, 
vn a trip to the Near East in 1955 reported on the excellent 
conditions in which the Jews in Arab countries live and of 
the full and equal civil and religious liberties they enjoy. 


“There are approximately 8,000 Jews in Lebanon. Most 
of them live in Beirut. They are happy, prosperous and 
have some of the finest institutions I have ever seen”. “Egypt- 
ian and foreign Jews living in Egypt have always enjoyed in 
this country complete freedom, freedom of religion, free- 
dom of speech and freedom of trade and commerce”. Elmer 
Berger... Who knows Better Must Say So!, New York, 1955 
pp. 60, 14. 


As noted in his letters, Rabbi Berger’s personal ex- 
periences confirmed this situation not only in Egypt, but 
in other Arab countries he visited. 
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state, it will not be an exclusive Arab state; 
it will be a state for human beings living in 
Palestine. 


Now, you said that the Arabs who stayed be- 
hind in Israel, the Arabs who were not evicted 
from Palestine, were living under better 
standards of living than are other Arabs., l 
doubt that you can really substantiate your 
statement on that matter. ‘There has been pro- 
gress and development in the Arab world 
throughout, and the standard of living is im- 
proving. 

We are still not satisfied with our standard 
of living, but certainly we have gone many 
strides in improving our standard of living. 
But the logic of colonialism, throughout mo- 
dern history, has been that the natives are 
living better under colonial rule than they 
were before the colonials came there. This 
argument has been rejected by mankind, be- 
cause there is such a thing as the right to seli- 
determination, which is a fundamental hu- 
man right. 


And even if you have ten more dollars in your 
pocket, but are denied the right to self-deter- 
mination, you are not necessarily living a bet- 
ter life. Human beings don’t live by bread 
alone; they live by a complex of spiritual, as 
well as material values. Now, the Arabs who 
stayed behind in Israel, whether or not they 
have had an improvement in their material 
fortunes, have certainly had a loss of the or 
portunity to self-determination. They look 
around them and they see Arabs everywhere, 
including now, in the very near future, the 
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Arabs of Aden, and Southern Arabia becom- 
ming independent, and exercising their God- 
given right to self-determination, except they 
— they shall not be enjoying self-determina- 
tion, they shall be determined, but not self- 
determining. 


And, I believe, this creates more tragedy than 
if there were ten dollars, or twenty dollars less 
in their monthly income, or in their annual 
income. 


SUSSKIND: What do you see; eternal stalemate? 
You will not sit down with Israel and negot- 
iate a country-to-country peace, you will 
never’ recognize her sovereignty, she will 
never settle for less; do you see interminable 
vacuum and stalemate? 


SAYEGH: We can speak of this matter on a moral 
level. We can speak about this matter on a 
legal level. Or, we can speak about this mat- 
ter on practical level, in terms of the status 
quo, in terms of the fait accompli, in terms of 
the interplay of power. Now, I think we should 
decide whether what we are talking about is 
the morality of the issues, the legality of the 
issues, or the practicality of the issues, I main- 
tain that in terms of morality, no people must 
be dispersed in order that another group of 
human beings must be made able to live on 
the land of the dispersed people. 


Morally speaking, we are absolutely in the 
right. Legally speaking I believe that the suc- 
cessive resolutions of the United Nations all 
appear to indicate that the Jewish state which 
the U.N. had in mind creating in 1947, is not 
the state of Israel that exists today, in every 
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fundamental aspect; in the frontiers in the 
boundaries, in the area, in the capital, popula- 
tion, in the minority policies; in every sense 
that makes a state, the Israel of today is not 
the Israel that the United Nations recom- 
mended its coming into being in 1947. 

If you speak about the practicality of the is- 
sues; if you tell me, as you said a few moments 
ago, the Arabs were licked recently, what can 
they hope to accomplish by another confronta- 
tion with Israel, then [Pll tell you. 


SUSSKIND: More accurately, I think. 


SAYEGH: My answer is — my answer is that if 

there is one lesson from history we take, it is 
this: that no temporary interplay of power 
relation is permanent, and that what obtains in 
med need not obtain in 1977, or ’87, or ’67, or 
2007. 
We live in an area, Mr. Susskind, that has a 
long history. We have seen conquerors come, 
and we have seen conquerors go. We have seen 
them come and we have seen them go. And 
we have seen this last conqueror come, and if 
I don’t see it go, may be my daughter, will 
see it go, or may be her children will see it 
go. 

SUSSKIND: Would Egypt welcome the American 
Indians who were upset and looking for a 
home, the way they did Jews back in the old 
days? 

SAYEGH: Well, if there are American Indians 
treated in the United States the way Jews are 
treated in Europe, I believe, to our capacity, 
we would welcome them in having — in es- 
caping, to find refuge in our country. 
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The Jews were not the only people who took 
refuge in the Arab world. The Armenians took 
refuge in the Arab world after World War I. 
Many peoples also took refuge. It’s not some- 
thing we're ashamed of, sir, it’s something 
we're proud of. 


SUSSKIND: Is Israel a threat; a physical, military 
threat to Kuwait? 


SAYEGH: Israel is a threat to some Arabs. And 
as all Arabs feel that they are one nation... 


SUSSKIND: To Kuwait? To this lovely little oil 
kingdom; is she a threat to that oil kingdom 
of Kuwait? 


SAYEGH: Sir, if there were a threat in to the 
Californians, and you asked a person from 
Massachusetts, ‘is this threat a threat to you?’ 
He will tell you, ‘Inasmuch as it is a threat to 
my nation, however geographically remote 
from me it may be, it is a threat to me. 
Surely, any threat to any Arab — when Al- 
geria was fighting its war of independence, 
an Arab in Aden felt he was theatened by the 
continued presence in Algeria. 


SUSSKIND: Is Israel’s existence the threat you 
are really talking about, not her military. 
SAYEGH: Israel’s existence has already been a 
threat to the Palestinian Arabs, who are now 

homeless. 

SUSSKIND: How — since hatred of the Jew is so 
and the Arab syndrome, how could they even 
i in this kind of utopia you present, side by 
side. 

SAYEGH: Well, sir, unfortunately — and I want 
to say this as earnestly again as I can — un- 
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fortunately, the troubles of the last twenty 
years have left a legacy of hatred on both 
sides. It is not something I like to see, it is 
not something I enjoy seeing, whether on our 
side of the line, or on the other side of the line. 
I wish, from all my heart, that there would 
be no hatred on either side of the line, but no 
side has a monopoly on hatred. Hatred exists 
on both sides, and it is unfortunate, and we 
hope that with the bringing into — closer the 
possibility of Palestinian Arabs being more 
justly treated, the causes of this hatred would 
diminish 

But let me say that all thoughtful Arabs are 
careful to distinguish between Jews and Zion- 
ists. and the hatred is addressed to the doctrine 
and dogma of Zionism, and to the Zionist 
movement, rather than to Jews. 


SUSSKIND: Some of your best friends are Jews? 
SAYEGH: I did’nt say it, But I hope one day you 


will be one of my best friends, and then I can 
say it. 


SUSSKIND: Thank you. You don’t hate any Jews 


except the Jews that live in Israel? 


SAYVEGH: No. We shouldn’t hate anybody. If we 


were angels we woudn’t. We are not angels, 
unfortunately. When someone drives me out 
of my home, I can’t really, with all the good 
intention in the world, suppress an inclina- 
tion, a human inclination on my part to hate 
him for it. 

I’m not saying we are free of hate. I am say- 
ing that our hate has been generated by what 
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has been done to us. We did not go to Czechos- 
lovakia to chase a Czechoslovak Jew out of his 
house. We did not go to England to chase an 
English Jew out of his house. They came to us 
and chased us. I think it is only natural we 
hate those who did it for us. Us-unfortunately, 
it is natural. I wish we were bigger than this. 
I wish we were more angelic than this. 
Then we could turn the other cheek. But, un- 
fortunately. 


SUSSKIND: don’t hate you. 


SAYEGH: I don’t hate you either. You didn’t take 
my home. 


SUSSKIND: To what effect were the broadcasts 
of a few days before June 4th over the Egypt- 
ian radio, with Nasser exhorting his men that, 
‘We will, in a matter of days, drive the Israelis 
into the sea’? 


SAYEGH: Ill tell you, sir. On the 12th of May, 
Mr. Eshkol and General Rabin — the Chief 
of Staff made statements to the effect that 
Israel will occupy Damascus, overthrow the 
present government, and the forces will with- 
draw; because they are not after territorial 
acquisitions, they are only after destroying 
the government. 


And they said, and Egypt cannot do anything 
about it, because it is barred by the presence 
of the United Nations forces.’ So Egypt mobi- 
lized its forces in order that Israel may not be 
emboldened by its belief that Egypt cannot 
react, into attacking Syria. And Nasser was 
saying constantly, ‘We are not going to attack, 
unless Syria or we are attacked.’ 
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SUSSKIND: May I ask you; when war began, 
everyone is mystified that with all the boast- 
ing, and all the preparations for war, the mus- 
tering of tanks, the importation — on both 
sides — of aircraft and so forth, that the war 
could’ve been over, and all the armies over- 
come, in six days. How do you describe that 
catasrophe, from your point of view? 


SAYEGH: We were defeated. And, as Mr. Eban 
said yesterday, ‘That’s the understatement of 
the century’. 


SUSSKIND: Would that testify to some degree of 
moral that your troops don’t have? I mean. 


SAYEGH: Well. then why is Israel afraid of us? 
Why is Israel raising so many hundreds of mill- 
ions of dollars of the United Jewish Appeal 
funds because it says they’re afraid of us? If 
we are that weak, if we are that demoralized, 
if we are that impotent, why should Israel 
bleed America of all its money, in the claim 
that it is in danger, and that Israel is in danger 
of Arab annexation and occupation? 

SUSSKIND: Is it not true that the Arab leaders 
have been using the Palestine refugees as a 
political football, and refusing to permit them 
to be resettled, Doctor? 

SAYEGH: Well, sir one of the most callous mani- 
festations — one of the worst manifestations 
of callousness—is for a movement, which came 
into being to capitalize on the sufferings of 
people, to then go around and accuse those 
whom it made suffer of playing political foot- 
ball with those sufferings. 

The Arab refugees from Palestine are, them- 
selves, the people who refuse any settlement 
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for their fate, except return to their homes. 
They are, themselves, the people who would 
reject — who would repudiate any Arab 
leader that tells them. ‘Get resettled in Iraq, 
get resettled in Syria, get resettled in Kuwait; 
or, get resettled here or there’. 


It is not the Arab leaders who are using the 
Palestine refugees; it is the Palestine refugees 
— if you want so to put it — who are using 
the Arab leaders, because the Arab leaders 
are now unable, even if they were willing — 
and I don’t know whether any of them is will- 
ing or not — but they are unable to tell the 
refugees. ‘Resolve yourselves, be resettled on 
someone else’s land, abdicate your right to re- 
turn here to your home’. 

And why are they unable to do so? Because 
the refugees, themselves, insist that there is 
only one fair way of solving their plight, and 
that is to give them the chance to go back to 
their homes. And this has been the case for 
nineteen years; not the Arab leaders telling 
the refugees, ‘Refuse everything excent revat- 
riation but the refugees telling the Arab 
leaders, ‘We refuse any solution except re- 
patriation’. And one day — one day, Mr. Sus- 
kind, mankind is going to feel, and is going to 
say that we have done a tragic error; we have 
inflicted a tragedy on an entire people in or- 
der, in our thought, to remedy another tra- 
gedy inflicted on another group of people, by 
others. 


SUSSKIND: Are Arabs really afraid that Israel 
will expand her frontiers, or is this just a pro- 
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pagandistic exclaim to excuse this bellige- 
rency?” 


SAYEGH: You ask me if I really beat my wife, 
and I tell you I don’t have even a wife to beat. 
And you still tell me that I beat my wite. 
People tell us, ‘Do you really believe that Is- 
rael is going to expand?’ Israel has expanded. 
Israel has already expanded; not once, not 
twice, but three times; Israel, that had no be- 
ing at all in Palestine, which was gratuitousiy 
given half of Palestine by the United Nations 
in ‘47, by 1948 had taken 78% of Palestine. Af- 
ter the armistice agreements of 1948, it took 


(2) “It is not absurd to immagine the Arab Leaders (in 
the future) asking insistently for the withdrawal to the 
1966 or 1967 frontiers exactly as they are asking now for 
the withdrawal to the 1947 frontier which they did not 
accept at the time”. 

Abba Eban, 


Foreign Affairs, July 1965 
“All the old maps of Israel which had the pre-June 5 
Armistice lines, were only of historical value”. 
Yigal Allon 
Le Monde, 28 February 1968 
“It lies upon the people’s shoulders to prepare for the 
war, but it lies upon the Israeli army to carry out the 
fight with the ultimate object of erecting the Israeli Em- 
pire”. 
Moshe Dayan 
From a statement broadcast 
on the Arabic programe, 
Radio Israel, 12 February 1952 
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The Partition Plan: the plan for 
division of Palestine adopted by 
the United Nations in 1947. 


2 

The actual border of Israel ac- 
cording to the armistice agree- 
ment in 1949 until the aggression 
on 5 July 1967, 


3 
Zones occupied at present by 
ARABIE Israel military forces. 
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the demilitarized zones and exerted soverignty 
over them, although in the armistice agree- 
ments it had agreed to keep them out of its 
sovereignty. And in June of 1967 it took the 
entirety of Palestine, and some more, from 
Syria and the U.A.R. 


And then you come and ask me, ‘Are you 
really afraid that Israel will expand? We’ve 
seen it; everybody has seen it expand three 
or four times in the past nineteen years, and 
yet, the present expansion of Israel is still less 
than the total desideratum of Israel, territor- 
ially speaking, according to Zionism; because, 
according to Zionism, and to take as my autho- 
rity the memorandum submitted to the Peace 
Conference in 1919, on 24 February, in that 
memorandum, the Zionist movement asked 
for all of Palestine, an indeterminate portion 
of Sinai, all of inhabited Trans-Jordan, all of 
southern Lebanon up to Sidon, and the Litani 
River, and all of the southeastern portions of 
Syria. What Israel — 


SUSSKIND: With the same climate, and with the 
same desert area, with the same tensions with 
their neighbours that the Arab countries feel, 
Israel has managed to develop and prosper to 
a fantastic degree, compared to her immediate 
neighbours. How do you explain that pheno- 
menon? 


SAYEGH: I raise my proverbial hat to the prog- 
ress and the advancement shown by Israel in 
the course of the past nineteen years. Yet I 
would say that you have presented a partial 
picture, because while Israel has been progres- 
sing, we have not been asleep. We in the rest 
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of the Arab world, have also been progressing; 
may be not at the same rate, may be not at 
the same pace. Now, you'll ask me, ‘Why not 
at the same rate, or at the same pace?’ And I 
think it is obvious that Israel enjoys advan- 
tages, which we do not enjoy. There are man 
power advantages. Israel received the bulk of 
its early immigrants, after it became a state, 
from Europe, a continent highly advanced 
compared to the Middle-East. 


So it had a higher quota of teciinicians, 
and technically qualified people. We had to 
nurture our own technicians in the meantime. 
Israel got them ready-made. 


SUSSKIND: But you've had centuries; Israel’s had 
twenty-too years. 


SAYEGH: Yes, we’ve had centuries, sir, and we 
have been, in the past, far more progressive 
than we are now. We had our Golden Ages, 
as you know from your history lessons. Then 
we had our period of decline, and now we are 
at the beginning of our period of resurgence. 
This is not confined to us; this is in all of Asia, 
and all of Africa. 


There is a post-World War II resurgence. You 
can almost set the date for the beginning of 
this resurgence. with the end of World War II. 
So we have been progressing in this period; 
but not at the same pace, partlv because of the 
availability of highly aualified manpower to 
Israel, which is not available to us, partly be- 
cause of the availabilitv of capital that can 
be used in anv kind of enterprise. without 
worry about the cost; hereas, we don’t have 
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that kind of money in most of the Arab count- 
ries. 

SUSSKIND: Sir, isn’t it true that the Israelis were 
the original residents of that land, and not the 
Arabs?° 


(3) The Jews do not form a nation. 

“During the Roman Empire there was a great increase in 
the number of Jews, as a result of the conversion of people 
of many types in many countries to Judaism. Physically the 
Jews today vary greatly, and in each country they tend to 
resemble the non-Jewish natives. This is due to mixed mar- 
riages with non-Jews and is most apparent in Jewish com- 
munities which have been established for many centuries. 
Chinese Jews are Chinese in appearance, Abyssinian Jews 
resemble other Abyssinians. The so-called Jewish nose re- 
sembles that often found in persons of the Armenicid type, 
and is not by any means universal among Jews nor con- 
fined to them. In parts of Poland, and in Alsace, a high 
proportion of Jews are blonds, although typically Jews 
like most people are dark. There is no uniformity in head 
shape or in stature. Many people say they can identify 
Jews by their appearance, but when their claims are tested 
on large numbers of people they make many mistakes: they 
often fail to identify Jews as such, and they may identify as 
Jews people, for instance Armenians, who are not Jewislt 
at all. 

As for statements about the Jewish character, they 
have been sufficiently dealt with already. Not only are the 
Jews not a race in any sense of the word, but their be- 
haviour, social or anti-social, is just as much a product of 
the conditions in which they live as is that of any other 
group”. 

Anthony Barnett, 
The Human Species, 
Penguin, 1968, p. 177 
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SAYEGH: Yes, sir. I’ll tell you this — I did’t mean 
yes in answer to your question; I meant yes 
in recognition of your question. 


First of all, the original residence of Palestine 
were the Canaanites, who, for about 2,00 
years, lived in Palestine before the Hebrews 
came. And then the Hebrews came, under 


“The Jews belong to a religious and Social Community 
to which in every period, individuals of different races have 
attached themselves. These Judaized people have come from 
every kind of ethnic stratum such as the Falashas of Abys- 
Sinia and the Germans of the Germanic type; the Tamils- 
Black Jews of India, and the Khazars, who are supposed 
to be of Turki type”. 

Eugene Pittard, 
Race and History, p. 337 

“Two wholesale coversions known to have taken place, 

the classical one of the Khazars in south Russia during the 


reign of Charlemagne and that of the Falashes, who were 
neighbouring Arabic tribes in Yemen”. 


William Z. Ripley, 
The Races of Europe, p. 391 


“Thus Josephus, speaking of the Jews at Antioch, men- 
tions that they made many converts receiving them into 
their community. An extraordinary number of conversions 
to Judaism undoubtedly took place during the second cen- 
tury after Christ’’. 

William Z. Ripley, 
The Races of Europe, p. 391 

“All Jews are very far belonging to the Jewish race”. 

Eugene Pittard, 
Race and History, p. 337 

“It already appears from the above that the social 
religious group known as Jewish is singularly heterogenous”. 

Eugene Pittard, 
Race and History, p. 341 
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Abraham, a family which lived for three gene- 
rations, and migrated voluntarily to Egypt. 


Then, the Hebrews came back, under Moses, 
and, later on, Joshua, and invaded Palestine, 
and occupied part of Palestine — never the 
whole of it — and then they were expelled, 
and then they came back, and then they were 
expelled again. So, the first 2,00 years of Pales- 
tine’s history the Canaanites were there, and 
we are the descendants of the Canaanites; the 
last 2,000 years of Palestine’s history there 
were no Hebrews in Palestine; only in the in- 
termediate period of twelve to fifteen hundred 
years there were three interrupted episodes 
of Hebrew association with Palestine. 


If you were to apply this principle to the rest 
of the world, no country in the world today 
would belong to its present population. 


ee ere A 


“The boasted purity of descent of the Jews is then a 
myth. Renan is right, after all, in his assertion that the 
ethnographic significance of the word Jews, for the Russian 
and Danubian branch at least, long ago ceased to exist”’. 

William Z. Ripley, 
The Races of Europe, p. 390 


“.., Riply and Boas believe that they take (the Jews) 
on the physical traits of the people among whom they live”’. 


Encyclopaedia Britannica, 
Vol. 18, p. 163 
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PART Il 


TRANSCRIPT OF A DEBATE BETWEEN 


PROFESSOR ARNOLD TOYNBEE 


AND YAACOV HERZOG, 


THE INDICATOR OF THE ZIONIST POSITION 


CHAIRMAN: Worthy Rabbi, distinguished guests, 
ladies and gentlemen: May I begin by asking 
the cooperation of everyone in this house to 
please refrain from smoking during the dura- 
tion of this program. Last Wednesday, it was 
our privilege to welcome Professor Arnold J. 
Toynbee to the B’nai B’rith Hillel Foundation 
at McGill University, in his capacity as the 
Beatty Memorial Lecturer at McGill Univer- 
sity, for a very frank and cordial discussion 
based upon questions presented to him by the 
students. In our expression of appreciation to 
Dr. Toynbee we highlighted the warmth and 
cordiality of the occasion as well as the highly 
provocative nature of some of his statements. 
The report of this occasion was carried far be- 
yond the confines of these halls and called 
forth challenges which have culminated in our 
bringing together on the same platform, and 
before the same audience, as before, His Ex- 
cellency the Israeli Ambassador, Mr. Yaacov 
Herzog, and Dr. Arnold J. Toynbee, the emin- 
ent philosopher and historian, for a discussion 
of these matters. We regret very much that 
due to the physical limitations of Hillel House, 
many who would have wanted to attend could 
not be accommodated; however, we welcome 
the gentlemen of the press and radio who 
will convey to the interested public at large 
a report of this discussion. 


His Excellency the Israeli Ambassador and 
Professor Toynbee have agreed to the follow- 
ing procedure: Mr. Herzog will begin the dis- 
cussion with his statement to which Dr. Toyn- 
bee will reply, and the discussion will con- 
tinue with questions and comments between 
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them, for as long as they feel is necessary. 
They have further agreed that there will be 
no questions from the audience whatsoever 
and no press interviews. 


There will be no expression of agreement or 
disagreement either vocal or by hand-clapp- 
ing, on the part of the audience, during these 
proceedings with respect to any of the views 
expressed in the course of the discussion by 
either of our eminent guests. 


Ladies and Gentlemen, it is my pleasure to 
present to you His Excellency the Israeli Am- 
bassador Mr. Yaccov Herzog and Professor 
Arnold J. Toynbee. 


. HERZOG: Mr. Chairman, Dr. Cass, Professor 


Toynbee, Ladies and Gentlemen, first let me 
clarify that I am here in my personal and not 
my official capacity. Indeed, over the past 
forty-eight hours, since Professor Toynbee 
agreed to this debate, I have done very little 
in the nature of my official capacity, and have 
been more or less traversing beyond space and 
time, a few thousand years of history, back 
and forth, trying to disentangle civilizations 
and fossils. 


Mr. Chairman, in this hall last week, an ana- 
logy was made, a comparison was drawn, and 
a word was involved, evoked, the word also 
enshrining a concept, the word of morality. 
Morality is a word of great significance. touch- 
ing the destiny of individuals, of nations, of 
the international community; but it was in- 
voked by Professor Toynbee in an even broad- 
er canvas, in the canvas of history, in terms of 
history’s spiritual coherence and purpose. 

T agree fully with a remark made by Profes- 
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sor Toynbee and reported in press, I think a 
week ago, as to the nature of the world crisis 
at the present time. All agree today that this 
crisis lacks adequate definition. The common 
man, like the statesman, realizes that in man- 
kind’s hands is reposed the crucial alternative 
of self-destruction or of redemption, of a new 
insight into history's purpose, or of oblivion; 
and all realize that only through a decisive 
leap forward in the spiritual consciousness of 
mankind can the answer be found to this hu- 
man dilemma. 


In the attempt at civilization in our time — 
and I am using a phrase of Professor Toynbee’s 
— in the attempt at civilization, this leap for- 
ward must come from a deeper sense of mora- 
lity. Before this body last week, Professor 
Toynbee, according to the newspapers of Mon- 
treal, compared from a moral standpoint the 
attitude of Israel to the Arabs in 1947 and 1948, 
with the Nazi slaughter of six million Jews.’ 
Let me say a word on this comparison. 


(1) Readers are advised to read the article “Juden se- 
gen Ware” eine Dokumentation von Dr. Julius Mader, pub- 
lished in the weekly newspaper “Horizont”? about Nazi co- 
operation with Zionism. Horizont 37, 2 September 1970. 
Berlin, G.D.R. 

Zionist terrorism in the beginning, was conducted ag- 
ainst both Arabs and Jews. The double purpose of this ter- 
rorism was planned in order to force the jews of Europe 
to quit their original homelands and accordingly, the zio- 
nists collaborated with the Nazis, during the occupation of 
Poland in the second world war, for the killing of 300,000 
Jews. 

Dr. Steuf Bleofski a member of the Central Committee 
of Investigations in the Hitlerite crimes committed in Pol- 
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I must first say that the Professor clarified 
that he was not comparing the two events 
statistically, but he insisted, some papers say, 
that the moral comparison is valid. Secondly, 


and during the war, mentioned this in his testimony, he also 
added that the Zionist Organization collaborated with the 
Nazis on the “expense of the jewish Poor’. It is also note- 
worthy that M. Begen himself was an officer in the Nazi 
Police. 


The few books which could be published on this theme, 
prove with authentic documents, that the world imperialist 
capitalist zionist forces did participate with the Hitlerites 
in the liquidation of the poor jews in Poland, in Hungary 
and in other European countries. 

Certain important essays were published under the fol- 
lowing titles: “The Role of Jews and their Relation with 
the Hitlerite authorities since the First Stage of Polish Liqui- 
dation in September and October 1939”, “The Role of the 
Zionists in the Hitlerite concentration Camps” prove that 
the zionists formed the secret police in those camps, they 
also were the representatives of the Gestapo in the Ghettos. 
It is also stated in “The Ghetto in Its Struggle”, which was 
issued by the Central Committee of the Bund, that “the 
Hitlerités managed to have the Jewish Agency itself to 
sign the death sentences of 200,000 Jews in the Ghetto of 
Warsaw alone. 

“Mussolini received Goldman on November 13, 1934, 
and thirty-minute talk passed in an atmosphere of good 
will and mutual understanding. Mossolini approved of the 
idea of founding a world Jewish Congress and promised his 
support. 

“U.S. columnist Morris Cohen, stressing that Zionists 
fundamentally accept the racial ideology of these anti-semites, 
but draw different conclusions. Instead of the Teuton, it is 
the Jew that is the pure of superior racef. 

« .. Dr. Nossig, the same Dr. Nossig who in reign of 
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he is quoted as having said that the Jews had 
no historical right to Israel. 


Wilhelm II upheld the project of settling the Jews in the 
Ottoman Empire outside of Palestine, was equally zealous 
in ministering to the “domestic needs’ of the nazis. Zionist 
leader, writer, and politician in whose Berlin office such 
prominent Zionists are Arthur Ruppin and Jacob Thon had 
worked in their time, Nossig together with the nazis des: 
igned the plan for destroying aged and needy German 
Jews: 

“In their book the Secret Roads, David an Jon Kimche 
wrote: “Jewish emissaries had not come to Nazi Germany to 
save German Jews ... they were looking for young men 
and women who wanted to go to Palestine...” 

“Disclosing Eichmann’s attitude to the Zionists, Israeli 
Journalist Hannah Arends wrote that the latter “unlike the 
Assimilationists, whom he always despised, and unlike Or- 
thdox Jews, who bored him, were ‘idealists’ like him.* 

(+) Cohen, M., The Faith of a Liberal, N.Y., 1946, p. 328. 

(t) Sneh, M., Conclusion on the National Question, Tel 
Aviv, 1954. 

(*) Arendt, Hannah, Eichmann in Jerusalem, London, 
1963, p. 37. 

Yuri Ivanov 
Caution: Zionism, Progress 
Publishers, 
Moscow, 1970, pp. 79, 80 

“Equally scandalous is the fact that the then leader of 
world Zionism Chain Weizmann and his followers N. Gold: 
man, Ben Gurion, Golda Meir, L. Eshkol and others appealed 
persistently to Mr. W. Churchil to assist in supplying Hitler 
with 10,000 lorries needed for the eastern front. In this 
connection the reader might be referred to the Secret Roads, 
Kimche Jon and David, p. 13, London, 1955”. 

Zionism and Socialism, 
Published by ‘Baghdad Maga- 
zine’, Baghdad, 1970 
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Now as far as one aspect of this analogy, the 
Nuremburg Internation Court made a finding 
that in the summer of 1941 plans were made 
for the final solution® of the Jewish question 
in Europe. This final solution, as we all know, 
embraced in fact the putting to death in cir- 
cumstances of unprecedented cruelty of six 
million of our people, including over a million 
children. It is a crime which human imagina- 
tion still finds difficulty in grasping. In the bib- 
lical phrase: “The earth cannot cover the blood 
in which it is soaked’. There was here cold- 
blooded planning; there was government res- 
ponsability; there was execution to the magni- 
tude of six millions. And there was the result 
that a third of the Jewish people was wiped 
out; the great centres of its religion, of its 
thought, of its culture, its social national 
movement, obliterated. Professor Toynbee 
himself has denounced this crime in incisive 
terms. Indeed, till the end of days, mankind 
will brood the significance of this spectre un- 
precedented of man’s inhumanity to man. 
And as for my people, our mourning is end- 
less, it is a mourning to eternity. 

Let us take the other side of the analogy. In 
1947 over two-thirds of the members of the 
United Nations took a decision on partition 
with separate Jewish and Arab states. The 


(2) “The Zionist concept of the “final solution” to the 
“Arab problem” in Palestine, and the Nazi concept of the 
“final solution” to the “Jewish problem” in Germany, con- 
sisted essentially of the same basic ingredient: the elimina- 
tion of the unwanted human element in question”. Sayegh, 
Fayez, “Zionist colonialism in Palestine”, Beirut, 1965, p. 
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Arab representatives on the spot announced 
they would resist.” And within days, an armed 
attack began against the Jewish community in 
Palestine. Writing of that period, the then 
United Nations Secretary-General Trygve Lie, 
in his book “The Cause of Peace’, page 163, 
says: “From the first week of December 1947, 
the disorder in Palestine had begun to mount. 
The Arabs repeatedly asserted they would 
resist partition by force. They seemed to be 
determined to drive that point home by as- 
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(3) “Before discussing the partition recommendation, 
The Arab delegates to the U.N. presented a proposal te es- 
tablish one Palestinian government to take, temporarily, 
responsibility of the country, prepare for general elections 
of a constitutional assembly to be entrusted with drawing 
out a democratic constitution for the entire country on the 
basis of unity and independence. But that proposal neces- 
sitated the stay of Britain in Palestine one more year. The 
Zionists decline the Arab proposal. Realising the impossibi- 
lity of the Zionist consent to the Arab proposal, Britain’s 
delegate amounced that his government could not accept 
a solution without the consent of both Arabs and Jews, 
thus undermining an obviously just solution. The applica- 
tion of the principle of self-determination was to be effected 
only when the U.N. General Assembly could conduct a re- 
ferendum or, form a national government by democratic 
methods before deciding the future of countries under man- 
date, as a sign of respect to the right of every nation in 
self-determination. Why then, that principle and other U.N. 
precedents were violated when the Palestinian question was 
discussed? Were the Arabs, then, wrong in finding in such 
a behaviour aggression on the right of nations and a brutal 
prejudice in favour of colonialism? Jamil Hussain, “The 
Miegality of Establishing A Zionist state In Palestine”, 
Baghdad, 1970, p. 29. 
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sualts upon the Jewish community in Pales- 
tine’. 

On January 21st 1948, the British Representa- 
tive to the United Nations, Sir Alexander Ca- 
dogan, told the Security Council that for the 
Arabs in Palestine “the killing now transcends 
all other considerations”. On the 16th of Feb- 
ruary 1948, the United Nations Palestine Com- 
mission reported to the Security Council that 
‘powerful Arab interests, both inside and out- 
side Palestine, are defying the Resolution of 
the General Assembly and are engaged in a 
deliberate effort to alter by force the settle- 
ment envisaged therein’. Again in April 1948 
the Commission referred to continued threats 
and acts of violence. With the expired British 
Mandate on the 15th of May, the Arab armies 
invaded and informed the United Nations that 
they were intervening in Palestine with the 
object of establishing right and order in place 
of chaos and disorder. The nature of this right 
and order was immediately defined by the 
Secretary-General of the Arab League, Azam 
Pasha, speaking in Cairo. I am quoting a BBC 
broadcast, 15th of May, 1948. He said: “The 
world would now see a war of extermination 
and momentous massacre which will be 
spoken of like the Mongolian massacres and 
the Crusades”. 

There was a war. There was heavy suffering 
on both sides with casualties both military and 
civilian. Through this war, large numbers of 
Arabs in Palestine were uprooted. At the same 
time, through this war, large Jewish communi- 
ties throughout the Middle East were up- 
rooted. On both sides there was heavy suffer- 
ing. Large numbers of Arabs left the country 
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in order to come back in the wake of the vic- 
torious forces. No international authority has 
defined the responsibility of the Arab refugee 
problem. It is our contention — and we can 
sustain this contention through Arab and 
other, including British sources — the refugee 
problem was the result of the war proclaimed 
by the Arabs and the result of an appeal by 
the leaders to leave in order to return.‘ 


As an Arab newspaper in Jordan put it: “They 
told us to get out so that we can get in. We 
got out — they did not get in”. 

But let us look at the results, this analogy in 
terms of morality, Professor. Of the Arab po- 


(4) Many western writers confirmed that such an ap- 
peal was never proclaimed by any Arab leader. The Arabs 
in Palestine were uprooted before Arab small forces en- 
tered Palestine in May 15, 1948 to stop Zionist atrocities 
and crimes against the original people of Palestine. 


“Yet, just four days before the Haganah offensive, 
(March 27, 1948) Ergun warned “Arabs in Urban aglomora- 
tion” that typhus, cholera, and similar diseases would break 
out “heavily” among them in April and May. The effect may 
be imagined. Two weeks later, it was this same Ergun, ap- 
parently so solicious of Arab welfare, that butchered the 
people of Deir Yassin. 


Ergun then called a press conference to announce the 
deed, paraded other captured Arabs through Jewish quar- 
ters of Jerusalem to be spat upon, then released them to 
tell their kin of their experience. Arthur Koestler called the 
‘blood bath’ of Deir Yassin the psychologically decisive fac- 
tor in this spectacular exodus”. 


Erskine Childers 
“The Other Exodus’’ 
Spectator 12 May 1961 
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pulation there are now two hundred thousand 
in Israel enjoying equality in every right, side 
by side with their Jewish fellow-citizens. I 
represent these Arab citizens just as I repre- 
sent Jewish citizens, because they are all Is- 
raeli citizens. In the refugee camps, it is true, 
there are large numbers of Arab refugees. At 
the same time, quite a considerable part of 
them have been absorbed in the economy of 
the neighbouring countries. 


But even of these in the camps, despite their 
suffering, there are many of them working, 
and over the past thirteen years, their number 
has increased. In any event, there is a diffe- 
rence even between parasitic existence and 
between total extinction. They continue to 
suffer because the Arab governments who ori- 
ginated this suffering refuse to relieve it by 
cooperating in the settlement of Arab refugee 
problems. It is the same line of suffering right 
down since 1947, with the same source. 


Professor, there is a relationship between the 
two events to which you refer. The relation- 
ship is that in both cases the Jewish people 
were assaulted. In one case a third of our people 
were destroyed; in the other we resisted. We 
resisted in self-defence. And under a merciful 
providence, we succeeded. The second point of 
relationship is that through the experience of 
this holocaust in Europe, our will strengthened, 
and we will do everything in our capacity that 
that never again should such a tragedy befall 
our people. 

But how can the two events — the destruction 
of a third of our people and the Arab refugee 
problem created by a war started by the Arabs, 
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themselves — how can the two be mentioned 
in the same breath? 


Should we pass an amendment to Article 51 
of the Charter of the United Nations on the 
ight of self-defence, an amendment which 
says if you are attacked you may resist? But 
remember, whatever you suffer in the process, 
if the man attacking you suffers, you will be 
condemned by history, you will be condemned 
as having been affected by Nazi influences. 


You speak, Professor, with respect, of Ghandi, 
of his concepts. You link him across the span 
of history to Rabbi Joachim of ben Zaki, one 
of our great masters of the law at the time 
of the destruction of the second Temple. We 
will possibly talk later of Rabbi Joachim of 
ben Zaki and his thesis, and his relationship 
to other schools of thought. But I would say 
this, that as far as I have read, Ghandi, by 
@n opposing activist self-defence, never de- 
nounced those who pursued it’. What should 


(5) Mahatma Ghandi in 1937 wrote: 
“And now a word to the Jews in Palestine. I have no 


doubt that they are going about it the wrong way. The 
Palestine of the Biblical conception is not a geographical 
tract. It is in their hearts. But if they look to Palestine 
as their national home, it is wrong to enter it under the 
shadow of the British gun. A religious act cannot be per- 
formed with the aid of the bayonet or the bomb... There 
are hundreds of ways of reasoning with the Arabs, if they 
will only discard the help of the British bayonet. As it is, 
‘they are co-sharers with the British in despoiling a people 
who have done no wrong to them”. 


My Non-Violence 
By M. K. Ghandi, 
Navajivan house Ahmedabad, 1960, p. 14 
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we have done? Allowed the Nazi experience 
to be repeated? Be butchered? 


Now the criterion of moral defensibility, I 
submit in all respects, in this case is vague and 
indiscriminate. Morality, unless specified and 
clearly defined, does not strengthen morality 
but weakens it. Indeed, one might say it is a 
case of neutral moralism. Ernest Ruman has 
talked of “la verite est dans les nuances”; but 
here, you don’t even have the nuances, you 
have two entirely different contexts of right 
and wrong. 


Professor, I would appreciate, I am glad you 
have come here, I would appreciate it if you 
could clarify for me and for those present what 
exactly you meant by this statement which 
was quoted in the Montreal press. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: Boxers shake hands before they 
fight. Now perhaps this is rather a good ex- 
ample for ambassadors and professors. I am 
afraid we shall not give such an entertaining 
performance as two boxers might do. But still 
this is a very important and serious occasion, 
and as the Ambassador has said, there are one 
or two other questions which he and I both 
want to discuss in your presence. 


The big one and the first one is this question 
of the parallel that I drew in a book that I 
published in 1954, I think the year was bet- 
ween what the Nazis did to the European Jews 
and what the Israelis did to the Palestinian 
Arabs, which was brought up, as our Chair- 
man has said, in one of the questions which 
were put to me at the meeting the other day 
in Hillel House, which was a bull session in 
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which. questions were put to me and I did my 
best to answer them. 


and I answered: Yes, I had written that. I said 
yes in the terms in which I had stated it in 
print in this book of mine. I still hold to it. Now 
the Ambassaaor has really anticipated one 
point in telling you very kindly that when I 
originally made this statement, and when I 
repeatea it the other day, I did say at the same 
time that I was not making a numerical com- 
parison, because obviously there is no numeri- 
cal comparison between figures running into 
millions and those running into three, or at 
the most, four figures. The second set of figures 
I am talking about, the massacres of Arab ci- 
vilians behind the lines during the war bet- 
ween the Arab States and the Israeli forces 
in 1948. Numbers of course: Every increase in 
numbers produces an increase in suffering. 
But it is impossible to be wicked or criminal 
more than one hundred per cent. Let me put 
the point bluntly. 

If I murder a man that makes me a murderer, 
I don’t have to reach the thousand or the mil- 
lion mark to be a murderer. 

I wonder if there are any Egyptian in the 
room. I know there are a number of Egyptians 
in Montreal. Is there any Egyptian present? 
Perhaps not. Well, let me suppose that some 
of the Egyptians in Montreal were here at this 
moment and would say to me: “How do you, 
being an English-man, defend the slaughter 
in the fall of 1956 of civilian inhabitants of 
the Egyptian town of Port Said by bombard- 
ment from air, which ran into four figures on 
the admission of the British Government 
itself, which afterwards sent somebody to in- 
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vestigate but could not get it down below four 
figures, if I remember right. Now supposing 
I were to answer: Why, that’s not murder, we 
only killed people up to four figures. Now to 
be a murderer you must reach the million 
mark. The Germans over there they reached 
it and they murdered several million people, 
so they’re murderers, but we, the British, we 
are not murderers’. 


Now what would you think of that answer? 
What would Egypt say and what would the 
world say? Now I think that applies all round 
to all cases. Now the massacres — I must use 
the word — to which I am refering. I was not, 
in making this comparison, referring to the 
fighting between the armed forces of the Arab 
States and the Israeli forces. The situation 
was, as you Know, that the Arab States from 
outside Palestine did make war on Israel. I 
do not defend that. And at that time, what is 
now the territory of Israel was inhabited by 
the local Arab population who had been there 
for many centuries, and by the Israelis who 
had come in since 1917 or since whenever the 
British conquered Jerusalem in 1917, I think. 
The victims were the local Palestinian Arab 
population. 


Now we come to this point of morality. I ut- 
terly agree with the Ambassador that this is 
the essential point, the point which concerns 
the future as well as past. Now I have men- 
tioned a case which is painful for me to men- 
tion, this British case in 1956 — to show you 
that I can look at the things my own country 
has done, as well as those that other people 
have done; but I do think, if there is any point 
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in what I have said about the numbers, that 
in point of morality, some of those massacres 
by Israeli armed forces in Palestine do com- 
pare, so to speak, in moral quality, with what 
the Germans did. (rustle in the hall). What 
we hate in what the Germans did was that it 
was planned beforehand, carried out cold- 
bloodedly with tremnedous cruelty and with 
a purpose. Now I am afraid, I know, that all 
those points applied to the massacres (which 
in numbers do not compare, but, I think, in 
quality do compare with what the Nazis did) 
which were done by certain Israeli armed for- 
ces, the Stern Gang for instance, and the Ir- 
gun. I do not know how far the Haganah was 
also implicated. I have heard it stated, and I 
have never heard it denied, that after at least 
one of those massacres, that of the civilian po- 
pulation of both sexes and all ages at Deir Yas- 
sin, to the west of Jerusalem, the Israeli armed 
forces — I think these were, I do not know 
whether they were government forces or 
whether they were one of the unofficial armed 
forces — went round in cars with loudspeak- 
ers, speaking in Arabic, and said: “We’ve done 
this to the people of this place. If you don’t 
want that to happen to you, get out”.° Now, 


(6) Arthur Koestler wrote in his book: That Haganah 


loundspeaker vans and the Haganah radio promised that 
city’s Arabs — Haifa — escort to ‘Arab territory’ and hin- 
ted at terrible consequences if their warnings were disre- 
garded’. There are many witnesses at this loudspeaker me- 
thod elsewhere. In Jerusalem, the Arabic warnings from 
the vans was the ‘road to Jericho is open’! Fly from Jeru- 
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every civilian population, that is in a war zone, 
or is in danger of death, very wisely does get 
out. Happily, after Hitler came to. power in 
Germany, a minority, unfortunately only a 
minority of the Jews in Germany, did manage 
to leave Germany in time. 


Now, the Germans, they could not take their 
lives any longer, but they could and did take 
and seize and hold their property. 


No one thinks that the European Jews who 
got out of Germany at that time forfeited theiz 
legal right to their porperty as a result of hav- 
ing managed, by prudence and foresight, to 
save their lives and their families’ lives by 
getting out in time. 


Let me take another case. In 1940, when the 
German invaded France, several million 


salem before you are all killed. 
Arthur Koestler, 
Promise and Fulfilment, 
London, 1949 

Jon Kimche, editor of the Jewish Observer, wrote on 
13 November, 1953: ‘“‘They (the Arabs) avow that the British 
forces told the Jews but not the Arabs that they proposed 
to evacuate the major part of Haifa. I always thought this 
charge was an excuse or Arab propaganda. I now know that 
this version is correct; they were not told’. A fierce battle 
ensued. Arabs from neighbouring villages tried to come 
to the rescue of the inhabitants of Haifa, but the roads were 
blocked by the evacuating British forces. Meanwhile, the 
Zionists, through loud speakers, urged the Arabs to flee, 
“Finally the Arabs got panic stricken and began their mass 
exodus, shouting ‘Dier Yassin’.} 


165. 
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French people from Northern France fled 
from Northern France to the South, for the 
same reason that the Arab population of the 
war zone in Palestine in 1948 fled from Pales- 
tine. 


No one, I think, would agree or say, that by 
flying as all civilian populations do try to fly 
from a war zone, those French people for- 
feited their title to their land, property, their 
houses and so on, in Northern France. And 
if the Germans were to put in a claim today: 
“As we invaded the country these French 
people were ill-advised enough to run away; 
we have a legal title to that property and it is 
really rather a shame and illegal that we not 
posses it now.” That would seem pretty fan- 
tastic. 


But as you will realize, the position in Israel 
today is that by far the larger part I suppose 
of the land in Israel is legally still the pro- 
perty of that civilian Arab population of Pa- 
lestine which fled from Palestine during the 
war between the Arab States outside Pales- 
tine and the Israelis. The property that does 
rightfully belong to the Israelis is the property 
that they bought during the thirty years of 
the Mandate, and long before that, I think, if 
I am right; the first agricultural Jewish set- 
tlements in Palestine go back to the 1880's, the 
Routhschild settlements. (see footnote 7 
on page 51). Now they paid a_ very 
handsome price for that land, and that 
land is obviously, not very legally but morally 
and fairly, their property. But it is, if I am 
right my figures, a smallish proportion of the 
total land in the area, now held by Israel. By 
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far the larger proportion of the land — and 
also the houses, movable property, orchards, 
fruit tree and so on — is still the rightful pro- 
perty of the Palestine refugees who are now 
living outside their homes, though often in 
sight of them, and are living under conditions 
of misery and, at present, of hopelessness. 


Let me now make a general point which con- 
cerns not Arab human nature or Jewish hu- 
man nature but, I am afraid, the human na- 
ture of all of us. As I say, ‘of all of us’’, let 
me begin again with my own country. I think 
it is one of the nastiest sides of our wretched 
human nature that we are very much tempted 
whenever wrong or injustice or suffering is 
inflicted upon us — tempted perhaps too con- 
scious a word, because this is partly kind of 
subconscious, sort of a psychological reaction 
— but whatever the reason, we do often do 
the same thing to other people who are weaker 
than ourselves. 


(7) Palestine 1895 
Population: 
Total: 500,000 


Arabs: 453,000 or 90.6% 
Jews: 47,000 or 9.4% 


Land ownership: 
Total area: 26,320,000 donums 


Arabs: 26,212,900 donums or 99.5% 
Jews: ,107,000 donums or 0.5% ... 


No. of Jewish settlement ... ... ... ... ... 14 


“Survey of Palestine pp. 141, 
185, 372, 376” 
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Let me illustrate again by an example from 
the recent history of my own country. In the 
second World War the civilian population of 
my country, Britain, was severely bombed. 
What did we do within eleven years of that? 
The end of the war was 1945. In 1956 we bom- 
bed in an aggressive attack on Egypt without 
declaration of war, and condemned by the 
world for having done it. We bombed the ci- 
villian population of particularly Port Said, 
and to some extent, Cairo I think, as well, and 
slaughtered certainly more than a thousand 
innocent people; probably rather more thari 
were slaughtered in those massacres by the 
Israeli armed forces in 1948 of Palestinian 
Arab civilians during the war between the Is- 
raelis and the Arab States. 


Now this is a tragedy of human nature. What 
is the real tragedy is that people who have 
suffered a thing, have had experience of it, 
should inflict that suffering on other people. 
Because human imagination is a very slug- 
gish thing, and it is very hard to realize at 
second hand what it means to suffer these 
things. But of course, the British people, just 
during one war, they suffered this bombard- 
ment, just for a few years. The Jewish people 
have suffered murder, robbery, expulsion 
from their homes, not just for a year or two, 
but for centuries, running into two thousand 
five hundred years, shall we say. The more 
experience one has of what this means, | 
would say the more it is morally incumbent 
upon one not to do the same thing again. The 
temptation to work it off — one is exasperated 
— is no doubt greater, but the moral duty to 
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resist that temptation is at its maximum. Be- 
fore... ’m speaking rather long... 


Mr. HERZOG: Professor, may I ask you a few 
questions? 


Prof. TOYNBEE: May I say just one more point, 
sir? One curious feature about the effect of 
this comparison that I have made, I hope I 
have now explained as exactly as I can what 
is in my mind and what was in my mind in 
making the comparison. I have been surprised 
at the vehemence of the reaction to it in the 
Jewish community; I have wondered myself 
why, when it is felt to be a rather preposter- 
ous comparison, as you obviously feel it to 
be, you have not said: “Here’s a silly man say- 
ing a silly thing. Why bother about it? It is so 
silly, leave it alone’. But the reaction has not 
been like that. It has been as you know, very 
vigorous. I think here I am going to say a 
rather controversial thing. Any psychologist 
would tell you the reason. I would say, that 
rather inadvertently in this comparison which 
I have drawn, I have given the Jewish people 
a piece of what the psychologists call “shock 
treatment”. I have said aloud in startling 
words I think, something that your consciences 
— that each of you who belongs to the Jewish 
community of the world — are whispering in- 
side each of you. (laughs in audience — Sh...) 
Now let my voice fade out for a moment, and 
listen to another voice which I will quote. This 
is between quotation marks, it’s not my words 
but somebody else’s: I am certain that the 
world will judge the Jewish state by what it 
will do with the Arabs.” Now as I say, those 
are not my words; they are the words of a 
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man famous in all your minds, Chaim Weiz- 


mann (who I had the honour to know when 
I was a young man) who was the first Pre- 
sident of Israel; and they were spoken I be- 
lieve, or written, in 1949 after the war between 
the Arab States and Israel, and when Dr. 
Weizmann was the first President of Israel. 
But I would ask you then, let my voice fade 
out, let even Dr. Weizmann’s voice fade out, 
and listen to your own inner voice inside of 
you. Because, after all. who was it who were 
the first to wake up the human conscience? 
I would say it was the prophets of Israel and 
Judah. I do not believe that any person of 
Jewish religion can ever excape from his own 
conscience, and what’s more, I do not believe 
that any Jew ever wishes to escape from his 
own conscience. And I believe it has been the 
glory of the Jews since the time of the pro- 
phets and perhaps before, that in all contro- 
versial questions between Jews, or between 
Jews and the rest of the world, there have al- 
ways been Jews who have had the spiritual 
insight and the moral courage to stand up and 
criticize their people. We should not know 
what was the criticism of the Jews in the 
Highth and Seventh Centuries B.C., were if 
we had not the writings of Jewish critics who 
criticized them. So I would say: Be your own 
critics, which is one of the grandest things in 
your Jewish tradition. And so, I would leave 
you with your own consciences and with the 
existence of these Arab refugees who now 
number 900,000 because many children have 
been born in exile. 


I have the good fortune that my own family 
has not been murdered, that my property or 
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their porperty have not been robbed, that I 
have not been driven out of my country. So 
I do not know these experiences at first hand. 
That is just the strange inequality of human 
fortune. But I have, in England, since the time 
that Hitler came into power, seen and met 
and talked to and sympathized with many 
European Jewish refugees, and since 1948 I 
have been in the places where the Arab refu- 
gees now are. And I have visited and talked 
to the Arab refugees just in the same way as 
I have talked to the European Jewish refugees. 
So I do know at second hand what being a re- 
fugee is. But now, many of you Canadians 
of Jewish religion have, I believe, come from 
Central and Eastern Europe rather recently; 
so that in your family tradition, in the time 
of your parents even, or your grandparents’, 
you have been living family memories of these 
things being done to your families. So you do 
know much more vividly than I know what it 
means. So as I say, I leave it to you to think 
over in your own consciences what is to be 
done about this situation. Because we have 
opened a problem and we have not yet solved 
it. 


. HERZOG: Professor, first of all, let me say I 


fully agree on the virtue of self-criticism. If I 
may sum up your words, with your permis- 
sion, I think there are three broad points. In 
the first place, I understand that you agree 
that the Arab armies assaulted Israel when it 
came to life. In other words, what Israel was 
doing, she was doing in self-defence. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: Well, there is more to be said to 


it than that, because of course the Declaration 
of Independence and so on was, I suppose, 
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from the Arab point of view, a provocation. 


Mr. HERZOG: Provocation, sir, on the basis of the 
United Nations decision, and every United 
Nations record attests to that, including those 
I have quoted. And on July 15, 1948, Arab posi- 
tion having reached what it had in terms of 
tnreat to peace, the United Nations Security 
Council® considered the situation in the cate- 
(8) “On the same day when the General Assembly en- 

ded its session on 14.5.1948 and at 6 p.m., The Zionists dec- 

lared in Tel Aviv the establishment of their state and the 
formation of a temporary government, thus defying the se- 
curity council’s dicision taken on 17.4.1948, demanding the 
cease of any political activity, and completely ignoring the 
U.N. General Assembly decision taken on 14.5.1948 to elect 
an international mediator Count Fulke Bernadotte+, who 
was to find a peaceful solution for the Palestinian prob- 
lem. The U.N. decision was described by Mr. Faris Al-Khuri, 
the Syrian delegate to the U.N., as a change of opinion 
about the partition recomendation”. 
Hussain Jamil, 
“The Illegality of Establishing 
A Zionist State In Palestine’, 
Baghdad, 1970, p. 26 
(+) Count Bernatotte was assassinated by members of 
the Zionist Stern Gang together with a French observer 
who was with him in September 17, 1948. The Sternists who 
took part in this crime were either allowed to escape, or 
if imprisoned, had their terms gradually shortened so they 
could be quickly released. Freidman Yellin, the head of 
the Stern organization was sentenced to five years imprison- 
ment, but was later released and elected to the Israeli 
parliament. 


George Kirk, 
The Middle East 1945-1950, 
London, 1954, pp. 285-286 
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gory of a threat to peace, and said they might 
have to apply Article 39 in terms of what was 
to be done in the situation. But you would 
admit, Professor, that it is a fact that they 
did attack us; we hadn’t attacked, but they 
did. You have to see it in that context. N Ow, 
you argue that in facing up to this attack our 
people committed two grave atrocities. Num- 
ber one: the Deir Yassin incident®?; number 
two: driving out Arabs and turning them into 
refugees. Now before I deal with these points, 
and I will in a moment, very central to your 
thesis is that the Nazi impact of persecution 
on the Jewish people brought them to do such 
atrocities; and you have mentioned the Bri- 
tish action of bombing civilians in Port Said 
in 1956. Now, Professor, in Volume IV, page 
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(9) “I decided to turn up the relevant October 2, 1948 
issue of the Economist. The passage that has literally gone 
around the world was certainly there, but I had already 
noticed one curious word in it. This was a description of the 
massacre of Dier Yassin as an “incident”. No impartial 
observer of Palestine in 1948 calls what happened at this 
avowedly non-belligerent — unarmed Arab village in 
April 1948, an “incident” — any more than Lidice* is called 
an “incident”. Over 250 old men, women and children were 
deliberately butchered, stripped and mutilated or thrown 
into a well, by men of the Zionist Ergun Zvai Leume”’. 

Erskine Childers 
The Other Exodus 

(*) Lidice is a Czechoslovakian village. When dawn 
broke on June 10th, 1942, all the men who could be round 
in the village at that time were mowed by a Nazi firing 
squad. Altogether 173 men were killed. The women were 
transported to the concentration camp of Ravensbriick. 
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128F of your STUDY OF HISTORY you say 
that: “In the history of man’s attempt at civi- 
lization, there has never been any society 
whose progress in civilization, has gone 
so far, that in times of revolution or 
war, its members could not be _ relied 
upon not to commit atrocities”, and you quote 
here, this was written before World War II, 
“the behaviour of the German Army in Bel- 
gium in 1914, the British Black and Tans in 
Ireland in 1920, the French Army in Syria, the 
German National Socialist’s Storm Troops in 
Poland in 1939, before World War II, and the 
Italian Black Shirts. Am I correct, sir, in as- 
suming that you feel this is the record down 
history? Now you said that because of the 
bombing of Britain by the Germans, a certain 
state of mind, some impact, some scar deve- 
loped in British conscience, and that reflected 
itself in the bombing of Port Said. Now the 
Black and Tans in Ireland were in 1920, well 
over thirteen years before Hitler came to 
power, and there are many such instances I 
could recall, even take during World War II, 
the bombing of Berlin. 


Now, would you agree with me that all these 
instances have an element of cruelty is quite 
comprehensive in your terms. Whether it be 
the bombing of Berlin in World War II, 
whether it be the Black and Tans, whether it 
be Hiroshima, whether it be even the treat- 
ment of the early American Indians? Right 
through this you feel there is a sense of atro- 
city. Now how do you relate all this to Nazis? 
Secondly, you will agree that there were also 
Arab massacres of Jewish civilians. I can give 
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you details. If you will come to Israel I will 
show you their graves, frightening cruelly, 
and long before Deir Yassin, to which I will 
refer in a minute. Were these also in the cate- 
gory of Nazi atrocities? And if so why do you 
not say that both sides have claims to such a 
category? Why do you choose us? Why do you 
single us out? Why do you not write of Britain 
and of almost every country of the world, ac- 
cording to your own definition? 


But finally a word on Deir Yassin. I will say 
this that Deir Yassin took place after a series 
of massacres such as the destruction of 50 Je- 
wish labourers in Haifa in December 1947, 
convey after convey, including the well- 
known convey at Kfar Etzion, in which we 
lost 40 people, the blowing up of Ben Yuda 
fifty people killed, in Jerusalem seventy 
wounded, and enormous provocations to the 
city of Hassid’*® 


— 


(10) Major Edgar O’Ballance writes: “Many Israeli sympa- 
thizers were appalled at the ruthless way in which the Arab 
inhabitants were ousted from their homes and driven be- 
fore advancing armies, and this caused many twinges of 
conscience in the western world. The Israelis made an ex- 
cuse for it as it was all part of their plan for the re-conquest 
of their promised land, in which there was no room for 
large, hostile, alien groups.” 

The Zionist plan to which O’Ballance refers, is des- 
cribed by Glubb Pasha in these words: “In December 1947, 
a senior British officer of the Arab Legion, in conversation 
with a senior Jewish officer in the Palestine Government, 
inquired “whether the new Jewish state would not have 
many internal troubles, in view of the fact that the Arab 
inhabitants of the Jewish state would be equal in number 
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In your own “Survey of International Studies”, 
written by Dr. Kerr who is your editor, is it? 
He quotes the commander of Irgun” at the 
time, as having said, that his men suffered 
heavy casualties, and those responsible for that 
action have claimed that the Arab residents of 
the village were warned to leave their houses 
and that this tragedy developed through hand- 
to-hand fighting — and indeed the commander 
of the operation was killed. But I would add: 
be that as it may, this action was condemned 
in most vigorous terms by the Jewish Agency 
of the time, and a message of regret was sent 
to King Abdullah of Jordan. So you’ve got 
to look in this category. We heard no such ex- 
pression of regret for Arab massacres although 
they were taken, undertaken, within the cate- 
gory of armed defensive against us. 


So to sum up, sir, what I would ask you, do 
you agree that there is a line linking every 
act of atrocity committed by soldiers in var- 
ious countries and down the ages? If so, would 


to the Jews’. ‘Oh, no! replied the Jewish officer, ‘that will be 
fixed. A few calculated massacres will soon get rid of 
them’. 


Sir John Glubb, 
A Soldier with the Arab, 
London, 1957, p. 99 
(11) Menachim Begin the leader of the Zionist Irgun, 


commented on Dier Yassin: “The massacre was not only 
justified, but there would not have been a state of Israel with- 
out the victory of Deir Yassin”. 


Menachim Begin, 
The Revolt, quoted by the Jewish Newletter, 
October 3, 1960. 
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you agree that this odium of the Nazi impact 
woula be attached to all such nations, and 
to Israel, including to the Arabs and what they 
did to us, particularly since they attacked us 
and we reparted in self-defence. And on Deir 
Yassin and the refugee matter we will come 
to later** 


Prof. TOYNBEE: Well I suppose the Arabs could 
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match atrocity for atrocity. 

HERZOG: By the way sir, may I interrupt 
you. At the end of the first week after the 
November 29th resolution, 105 Jews were kil- 
led and many more injured in one week, right 
after the resolution of December 1947. This 
is on record. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: But there were things on both 


sides. 

Now about my own country, as you Say, in 
my volumes published between the wars I did 
mention things of this kind. If I had not pub- 
lished this volume a few years before the ag- 
gression against Egypt I would certainly have 
mentioned my country’s aggression in this 
context, but I could not because my volume 
was published in 1954 and the thing happened 
in 1956. 


(12) During the night of 9-10 April, the Arab village 
of Deir Yassin near Qastal was captured by Zionist Irgun 


and 


Stern Gang. An indiscriminate massacre followed. 


“When it was over, the Zionist authorities endeavoured to 
prevent an impartial inspection. A policeman reported one 
Arab killed... On the 10th, however, the Red Cross dis- 
covered the corpses of 254 men, women and children”. 


Christopher Sykes, 
Crossroads to Israel, 
London, 1965, pp. 416-417 
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‘Lhere is a thing which the Indians call Karma, 
which is a chain of moral evil. It is a gene- 
ralization of what I tried to suggest before, 
that something in human nature makes us 
pass on to against other people the evil which 
has been done to us. I agree with the Ambas- 
saaor that this is very general and a very hor- 
rible thing in human life, but I also feel very 
strongly, as Buddha felt when he emphesized 
this chain of Karma, that is not an excuse. 
We cannot just say this is part of human na- 
ture; everybody does it or has done it for some 
time, therefore we can all get away with it 
and mutually, so to speak, condone what each 
of us does. We have to break this chain. 


Now coming back to the Israel case, I know 
very well that there are many people, no 
doubt the majority in this room, who are hor- 
rified at those massacres done by some Israeli 
armed forces. And the Israelis are a rather 
small minority of the people of Jewish relig- 
ion in the world, and I am sure that the ma- 
jority of Jews in the world, as far as they 
knew about this, were also horrified and their 
responsibility — and one has a slight respon- 
sibility for what one’s co-religionists do. I feel 
a slight responsibility for what my Protestant 
Christian co-religionists of European race are 
doing at this moment in South Africa and a 
much greater one towards my English co-re- 
ligionists are doing in Rhodesia and say, 
Kenya. But these degrees of responsibility are 
limited. 

But I would make the point that Israel has, 
all Israel has implicated itself, so to speak, in 
the results of that flight, partly flight, partly 
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expulsion in the matter of the massacre of the 
Palestinian Arabs, because they have taken 
and held the land and the property which is 
legally and rightfully still that of the Arabs. 
Now putting it bluntly, this is robbery, and 
I am sure it is on the Jewish conscience. 


This is a continuing thing which has to be 
cleared up — first of all by the Jews them- 
selves, primarily the Israelis, but it also does 
concern all Jewish communities all over 
the world who make Israel’s existence pos- 
sible by their financial and also by their poli- 
tical support, particularly the Canadians and 
the United States citizens who are Jewish by 
religion and who have the greatest financial 
power and the strongest political say in this 
matter. So we have this continuing question 
of how to break the chain of Karma, how to 
prevent the wrong that has been done — 
which was bred, I agree, by previous wrongs 
— from breeding further wrongs in its turn. 
I have been in the refugee camps in the Gaza 
Strip and I have heard the songs that the 
children sing in their schools. If you wanted to 
see what it was like to be a Jew, say thirteen 
or fourteen years after Nebuchadnezzar exiled 
the Jews, go to the Gaza Strip and you will 
then study the spirit and state of mind of the 
Arabs there. They are saying just the same 
things that the Jews felt then and continued 
to feel later. “This is our country. We mean to 
return”, 


. HERZOG: Pardon me if I come back to the 


original issue. The original issue was a ques- 
tion of comparing what we did morally with 
what the Nazis did to us. Now it has been es- 
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tablished that there was a war of aggression 
against us. I- will give you: some- background 
to the Deir Yassin. massacre I will deal later 


(13) Ben’ Gurion tried to deny any ‘responsibility for 
this action, hut it became known later that a previous agre- 
ement had been signed by the Haganah and the terrorist 
groups. According to this agreement “the Haganah was 
responsible for assingning military plans to the Irgun and 
for approving any plan of attack presented by it.” 

Rony Gabay, 
A Political Study of the Arab- 
Jewish Conflict, 
Geneva 1959 


“Deir Yasin was one of the few Arab villages whose 
inhabitants one occasion collaborated with the Jewish 
Agency. On Friday, April 9, 1948, a commando force com- 
posed of Irgun and Stern soldiers raided the village. There 
was no obvious occassion for them to do so... Nothing they 
have said has explained, or can explain away, the murder 
of some 250 innocent Arabs, among them more than a hun- 
dred women and children. No less disgusting was the sub- 
sequent publicity parade by the Irgun of a number of poor 
Arab prisoners through the street of Jerusalem”. 

John Kimche, 
The Seven Fallen Pillars, 
p. 227 

“The massacre of Deir Yasin was the darkest stain on 
the Jewish record throughout all the fighting. It is historic- 
ally important because it was to become the begin- 
ning of a second legend with which the terrorists sought to 
serve their cause and justify their deeds. Just as they had 
claimed credit for the British decision to leave Palestine as 
being the result of the terrorists’ attacks on British troops, 
so later they justified the massacre of Deir Yasin because 
it led to the panic flight of the remaining Arabs in the 
Jewish State area and so lessened the Jewish casualties”. 

Ibid. p. 228 
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with refugee matter. From what I understand 
from the quotation I gave, and that you have 
now elaborated, would you agree Professor, 
that this stigma of comparison, of moral com- 
parison applies not only to our people but to 
those Arabs who were reponsible for massac- 
res, the ones I detailed and many more, I can 
give you the list, to most of the nations of the 
world, what at any time, their soldiers, in war, 
even in self-defence, have been guilty of at- 
rocities? 


Prof. TOYNBEE: I would distinguish sharply — 
this is difficult but this is one of the necessary 
and admirable conventions of human society— 
that between suffering, death, mutilation caus- 
ed in fighting between organized, uniformed 
armed forces and massacres of civilians. 


Mr. HERZOG: Accepted, accepted, but I am refer- 
ring to any instance in history, when you talk 
of atrocity. But you do not mean acts between 
combatants, you mean atrocities committed 
by military people against civilians. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: Yes. 


Mr. HERZOG: And you have quoted certain al- 
legations against us which I will deal with 
separately. But suppose from your standpoint, 
an extreme standpoint, and so Arab propa- 
ganda claimed, that we were guilty of atrocity 
in that form, but do you admit, Sir, that a si- 
milar guilt attaches to nearly every country 
in the world. For at some time or other, as 
you yourself have said in your quote: ‘In no 
society its members can be relied on not to 
commit atrocities in time of war or revolu- 
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tion”. And, again, I say, “Even if it’s in self- 
defence?” 


Prof. TOYNBEE: I agree that most societies have 
committed atrocities, but I do not think that 
condones atrocities. 


Mr. HERZOG: I agree with you to that. But I 
mean, you do agree that this same element, 
this comparison can be applied on a universal 
level to any country which in war, its soldiers 
have committed atrocities against civilians? 


Prof. TOYNBEE: Yes, atrocities are atrocities, and 
murder is murder, whoever commits it. 


Mr. HERZOG: That would apply also sir, in the 
case of Arab atrocities against Jewish civilian 
population?” 

Prof. TOYNBEE: Of course. 

Mr. HERZOG: The Black and Tan. 

Prof. TOYNBEE: Of course. 


Mr. HERZOG: Or the United States? 


(14) When the representative of Israel refers to the 
struggle of the Arab freedom fighters in Palestine and oc- 
cupied territories against military targets as acts of terror- 
ism, it is well to recall the other atrocities committed by 
Irgun and Stern Zionist Gangs; the assassination of count 
folke Bernadotte, the garotting of British soldiers in Pales- 
tine and, in the words of Secretary of State Dean Acheson, 
“The blowing up of the King David Hotel in Jerusalem, 
which houses the secretariat of the Mandatory Government 
with casualtities of forty-one killed and forty-three in- 
jured”’. 

Dr. Judah Magnes, President of the Hebrew Univer- 
sity was not off the mark when he referred to “Zionist to- 
talitarianism, which is to bury the entire Jewish people 
under its influence by force and violence”. 
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Prof. TOYNBEE: Yes. 


Mr. HERZOG: Or the Indians’? 
Prof. TOYNBEE: Yes. 


Mr. HERZOG: In realms, it’s limitless. In other 


words, what you were saying, if I now under- 
stand it. was that within a general category of 
denouncing violence or atrocities by military 
people against civilians, Israel in you opinion 
was not separate from the rest of mankind, 
but was guilty of the same things as others. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: Of course I do not think that 


Mr. 


Israelis are different from the rest of mankind. 
I am not anti-semitic. I am not anti-human. 


HERZOG: What I meant was this, what you 
are saying is: “You Israelis cannot claim to 
stand above the rest of mankind because what 
they have all done in time of war, even in self- 
defense, you have also done”. Would that be 


correct sir? 


Prof. TOYNBEE: Yes, and also, though it is curious 


of me to defend Germans, and the Nazis of 
all people, because my country has suffered in 
two wars at their hands, but they too are hu- 
man and what the Nazis did is not peculiar. 
Not peculiar in the sense that the Ambassador 
has explained, but this unhappily is something 
that is in all human nature, that we have to 
break. Now, why I brought up the case of Is- 
raelis in connection was simply the fact that 
I was writing about the Palestine question and 
about the question between Jews and Gentiles 
in the world. 


_ HERZOG: It would apply to any other nation 


too. 
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Prof. TOYNBEE: And as the Ambassador has quo- 
ted in other cases in my book, I brought up 
cases in which I took my examples from the 
British and French. 


Mr. HERZOG: So I think from that point I could 
just say, if I may now, in a more academic 
sense, I feel that in analyzing atrocities in 
history there are gradations. I feel the Nazi 
onslaught, what they did is something quite 
specific; it cannot be compared to any other 
atrocity, If you, sir, disagree. In terms of the 
gradations of morality — how can I explain 
to you? Take the people in Israel who went 
through the hell which were the Nazi death 
camps in Europe, the remnants, and coming 
out of those death camps they tried to get to 
Israel, Palestine at the time. Many of them 
on ships were held up by the British Navy 
and arrested or taken to Cyprus and put into 
camps. Let us take a man on a ship like that. 
He had gone through the hell, you saw what 
the Nazis did to him, now you would be sur- 
prised if you spoke to these remnants today. 
Although they felt at the time that the British 
attitude was one of cruelty and certainly poli- 
tical blindness, but they did not equate it 
with the Nazis. These same people who went 
through the Nazi experience, the holocaust, 
who escaped from it — their soul was not 
so shattered as to equate further evil as being 
on the Nazi level. It is these same people, you 
say, who were so influenced by the Nazis that 
they did similar things to the Arabs. 


But, I think we can leave this point now, with 
your permission. I think the fact that you 
have set it in a universal context shows that 
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it is a distinct view of yours, that Israel is the 
one ... rather, if 1 may quote the point that 
Israel is not separate from the rest of the na- 
tions of the world. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: I do not think Israel is separate 
from other human beings. 


Mr. HERZOG: In other words the Nazi pall lies 
across the world. Before the Nazis came there 
was the business of atrocity and also after 
they have gone. 

With your permission then, Professor, I would 
suggest we got to the second point, and actual- 
ly as I opened, you refer to the ... and I must 
add one side observation, the question of land- 
holding. I would say that 70 per cent of the 
land which is now Israel, was government 
owned’’. It belonged to the government of the 
mandate, formerly to the Ottomans. It never 


(15) Palestine 1919 
Population: 
Total: 700,000 
Arabs: 642,000 or 91.7% 
Jews: 58,000 or 8.3% 
Land Ownership: 
Total area: 26,320.000 dunums 
Arabs: 25,670,000 of 97.52% 
Jews: 650,000 or 2,48% 
No. of Jewish Settlement: .... .... ...71 
‘Survey of Palestine’ 
pp. 141, 185, 372, 667’ 


What commonly called the partition decision is 
nothing but a recommendation. Recommendations are is- 
sued according to the last para of article 10, of the U.N. 
charter. The U.N. recommendations cannot be carried out 
without the approval of the parties concerned. Since the 
Arab majority in Palestine refused the recommendation it 
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belonged to any separate Arab political entity 
in Palestine down through the ages. The only 
time Palestine was a separate political entity 
was twice under Jewish rule and once under 
the Crusaders — but that is for later study. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: I am talking about private pro- 


Mr. 


perty. 

HERZOG: Private property and all the pri- 
vate property which was taken through the 
war, we have promised and are ready to give 
full compensation. This has been promised time 
and again in the United Nations, and in this 
respect I can speak officially although I’m in 
an unofficial capacity. 


But, Professor, let us come back to the ques- 
tion of historical connection, to which you re- 
ferred. You are quoted as having said: “Israel 
has no historical right”, the Jewish people to 
Israel. May I say some facts in this respect. 
Number one, the continuity of Jewish resi- 
dence in the land of Israel never ceased at any 
time in history, and I can quote you records 
on that, century after century. 


Secondly, the return to Israel has been central 
in our religious faith, in our prayers, in our 
festivals, in every aspect of our national as- 
piration. 

Thirdly, the international community has re- 
cognized the validity of that right down 


failed, in result, to acquire a legal power to be inforced. 


Hussain Jamil, 
“The legality of Establishing 
A Zionist State in Palestine’’, 
Baghdad 1970, p. 27 
(+) See Appendix. 
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through the Balfour Declaration, the League 
of Nations, United Nationsi 

Fourthly, even the Arabs in the beginning did, 
in a message from Emir Feisal to Dr. Weiz- 
mann, he headed the Arab delegation to the 
Peace Conference, there is an agreement bet- 
ween them and another letter on that agree- 
ment. Emir Feisal writes that he welcomes the 
Jews home. 

Prof. TOYNBEE: Yes, I was there; I was in on that. 

Mr. HERZOG: I hope that I have not misquoted. 

Prof. TOYNBEE: No, quite right. 

Mr. HERZOG: At least I have your testimony on 

that. So you cannot put it in the category of 
saying that a title which went absolescent in 
132. Century after century some of our great- 
est religious thought and work has been pro- 
duced there, the Mishnah, the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud, the Medrash, the Talgun, right down to 
Shoots Arouf (?), which is the basic law, all 
produced century after century in continuous 
residence there. 
And time and time again our people hoped to 
achieve independence. But that didn’t work 
out. In 1917 a new motive began to a momen- 
tum. But it was there all the time. You speak 
of the first settlement being in 1881; I can 
show you documments of Jewish settlements 
from the towns in Palestine of those days from 
the 10th century. 

Prof. TOYNBEE: It started there in the 16th 
Century in such case. 

Mr. HERZOG: Or even earlier. Benit Hadyudallah 
(?) of the 12th Century, Mohamed disi Alayi 
(?) 12th Century, Mahmalidan (?) 13th Cen- 
tury. Continuous residence. There was contin- 
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uous residence all the time, and the whole 
motive of our life was linked up with that. We 
feel that the present revival of Israel is an 
indication of immortal prophecy; that has 
been our course down through the ages. We 
have traversed the Valley of Death and now 
under graceful providence we have come to 
the outlet of fulfilment. That’s how we see our 
history. It is not extant. You feel that we were 
a fossil that went off somewhere and sort of 
fell on the skating rink, to use Montreal terms, 
but we did not; we remained vitally alive and 
creative. And may I, sir, at this stage of ques- 
tions, state surprise that you don’t concur at 
all to the line of Jewish creativity and, by the 
way, Einstein also belongs to that race of 
fossils. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: The Ambassador raised two 


Mr. 


questions just now. One was the question of 
the Jewish claim or title to Palestine, and the 
other was about the word fossil that I have 
used, not only about the Jews but quite a num- 
ber of different people — for instance the Par- 
sees and various Christian sects and, to some 
extent, the Greeks. 


HERZOG: You do differentiate between fos- 
silism as we read it in the books as archaism? 
the Parees and we are the fossil category;in the 
archaic you have got there the Greeks, the 
Turks and the Nerwegians and the Irish. I am 
not going to deal with the Irish problem. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: Don’t let us bring that into it. 


Coming back to this question of the Jewish 
title. Now what is remarkable about the Jews, 
what, I suppose, has made the Jewish com- 
munities as they exist today, is the fact that 
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they did not lose their memory of their home- 
land. In this they were exceptional among the 
people who were uprooted and deported by the 
Syrians and Babylonians all that time ago in 
the 8th and 6th centuries B.C. The next king- 
dom had the same religion, the Kingdom of 
Judah, manage to maintain the corporate 
identity in exile. As we know the ten tribes 
disappeared, that is to say the historians lost 
ten tribes and I don’t think they are right 
about that. Today the Kingdom of Israel is 
represented by only a few hundred Samari- 
tans, some in Jordan, some in present State 
of Israel, and all the other peoples of Syria 
are contemporaries of Judah and Israel have 
completely disapperad, whereas the Jews have 
kept their identity, and they have kept it by 
the memory of Palestine. 


I mentioned just now that I think the Jews of 
today and tomorrow are going to be the Pa- 
lestinian Arab refugees because they are in 
just the state of mind in which the Jews were 
immediately after the exile by Nebuchadnez- 
zar. Palestine seems to have some magic over 
people’s minds, once they have lived there, as 
the Arabs more recently, the majority of the 
Jews, your emotions can never let go of the 
land. 


But anyway, now what about this claim? I 
would say that if one has that historical and 
emotional relationship to a country, one has 
a certain claim to have freedom to that count- 
ry, but under one condition, that one does not 
tie one’s claim to a point where it is going to 
cause hardship, wrong and injustice to the ex- 
isting inhabitants of the country. 
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There is a thing in law, I think in all forms of 
law, the statute of limitations, which for the 
sake of producing the minimum amount of 
hardship and suffering, says that a legal claim 
does expire after such and such a time. 


Now, if we take A.D. 135, as a time when the 
solid part of the population in Palestine which 
was uprooted by the action of the Romans — 
I do not have to defend the Emperor Hardian 
fortunately — if we take that date and say the 
statute of limitation does not apply even to 
people who lost their hold in A.D. 135, what 
happens to Montreal? The Algonquins had it 
only three or four hundred years ago. Is it to 
go back to them, It’s much less than A.D. 135. 
Is England to go back to the Welsh? 


Mr. HERZOG: Yes. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: It is? It will cause endless hard- 
ship. Well, you will have to deport fifty million 
English and turn them into refugees. 


Now, here I come to the Balfour Declaration. 
I may say I am extremely critical myself of 
the Balfour Declaration, which I mentioned 
just now in another side, that as a young man I 
was working for the British Government dur- 
ing the First World War on the Turkish Em- 
pire, and that of course included Palestine. So 
I had a certain inside knowledge of what hap- 
pened at that time. I am critical of Balfour 
Declaration and still more critical of the con- 
duct of the British Mandate during the next 
thirty years because, I think, we never took 
a line or made up our mind one way or the 
other, and that I think was extremely hard on 
both the Jews and the Arabs. Anyway, the 
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Balfour Declaration really deals with and is 
essential to this point of the title. It really is 
a short document. Many of you probably know 
it by heart. I don’t know the exact words but 
there are two sentences really it consists of. 
The first is that Britain undertakes to uphold 
and support, or something like that, a Jewish 
national home in Palestine. The second clause 
is provided that nothing is done to harm the 
interest of the existing inhabitants of the 
country, which at the time the Declaration 
was made in 1917, were more than 90 per cent 
Arabs, of course. And I blame the Balfour 
Declaration because the word “home” was va- 
gue. But it was made very clear, as I know 
directly from seeing the documents at the time 
as I was a temporary official in the British 
Foreign Office. It was made perfectly clear, 
it was accepted by Dr. Weizmann at the time, 
that “home” did not mean “state”, because 
if “home” meant “state”, then the first clause 
of the Balfour Declaration would be incompa- 
tible with the second clause in it, which was 
equally an obligation of equal power and vali- 
dity, equally incumbent upon the British Go- 
vernment who made the Declaration that no 
harm should be done to the rights and inte- 
rests of the existing inhabitants of the country. 
I do think, as I suppose everybody would 
think, that the Jews had a claim to a national 
home, but I do think that national home could 
not without detriment — the detriment we 
have seen, 900,000 refugees — to the exsiting 
inhabitants of country take the form of an 
exclusively Jewish state. It might have taken 
the form of a Pelestinian state which included 
both Jews and Arabs on a footing of equality. 


(5) 


You might say that that was a theoretical pos- 


sibility and once the country is to be opened 
to Jewish immigration on terms cited not by 
the existing population themselves, but by the 
British government, the situation was going 
eventually to get out of hand. It is true, I 
think, that all regimes and peoples in Pales- 
tine since A.D. 1385 have tolerated and recog- 
nized the right of Jews to live in Palestine. 
Always in Jerusalem there have been pious 
Jews studying laws, in this case in the most 
sacred place for all Jews in the world. The 
Turkish regime tolerated that. I do not know 
that the Crusaders did: if anyone did not, it 
was probably the Crusaders. But I don’t know. 
Throughout history it has been so. 


Now, the national home is an enlargement of 
that. That study of the law by about 50,000 
Jews in Jerusalem at that time and 12,000 agri- 
cultural settlers in 1917. That was a rather 
old-fashioned form of Jewish National Home, 
and the Zionist Movement (as led by Dr. 
Weizmann) and the British government (as 
led by Mr. Balfour) was to broaden the basis 
and modernize the Jewish national home by 
allowing immigration, letting the Jews have 
the right as of right, but within limited num- 
bers, to settle in Palestine — limited num- 
bers because of the other obligation that Great 
Britain had undertaken not to harm the in- 
terests of the existing inhabitants of the 
country, have a university, have all the ap- 
paratus of modern civilization. 


Now, I blame the Balfour Declaration in this 
sense, that I think a lawyer could prove that 
the two obligations undertaken in it were in- 
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compatible. But perhaps it is only hindsight. 
Perhaps you cannot blame the British Govern- 
ment at the time too much for not having 


foreseen at that moment — though I do blame 
them all the same — that both communities 
were going to interpret this in ways which 
were in combat with each other, Palestine was 
made into the so-called “A” class which was 
to be prepared for self-government and com- 
plete self-independence. 


The Arabs, being more than 90%, actually 
thought that when Palestine became indepen- 
dent it would be an Arab state with a Jewish 
minority. Some of the Jews were interpreting 
the national home as merely a half-way house 
toward the Jewish state. Some, I’m afraid, said, 
“Even if that is not what the British meant, 
we are going to use it as a lever for having a 
Jewish state in the end.” Very human, I can’t 
blame them too much for that. I myself think 
that the Balfour Declaration was right in put- 
ting this limitation — you may Say it is like 
the pound of flesh, the drop of blood, in the 
Merchant of Venice. If there was to be no 
detriment to the interests of the 90% non- 
Jewish population you could not have much 
of a Jewish home, you could have a cultural 
one but you certainly could’nt have a political 
one. I think that was the conditions which 
were accepted by the Zionist organisation at 
the time and laid down by the British which 
gave the Jews something that was very near 
to their heart’s desire. It did on paper safe- 
guard the interests of the existing inhabi- 
tants of the country, which on all grounds of 
law and morality, one should do. 


(T 


Let me talk of the fossils, which is unfortun- 
ately rather a joke. 

Mr. HERZOG: Are you finished with this. 

Prof. TOYNBEE: Oh: I don’t mind. 


Mr. HERZOG: On the statute of limitation—which 
has a certain legal connotation, it also has in 
this context, the connotation of history. I 
would like to quote you, Professor, in your 
“Study”. You say: “The Jews live on, the same 
peculiar people, long after both the Phoenice- 
ans and the Phillistines lost their identity, like 
all nations. The ancient Syriac neighbours of 
Israel have fallen into the melting pot and 
have been remited in the fullness of time 
with new images and superscriptions, while 
Israel has proved impervious to this alchemy, 
performed by history and the crucibles of uni- 
versal states and universal churches and 
wanderings of the Nations.” An extremely 
eloquent description, if I may say so, of Jewish 
survival. 


This statute of limitations was not recognized 
by history. We are the only people today in 
the Middle East, speaking the same language, 
having the same religious faith, living in the 
same category of aspiration and spiritual con- 
tinuity as our forefathers thousands of years 
ago, and those who were exiled from there. 
There was nobody else from 132 of the com- 
mon era in that category in terms of contin- 
uity. 


Prof: TOYNBEE: It was, Mr. Ambassador, recog- 
nized by history wasn’t in this very practical 
sense. 
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Mr. HERZOG: The Balfour Declaration.*® 


(16) I have chosen the shove title of this memorandum, 
not in any hostile sense, not by any means as quarrelling 
with an anti-semitic view which may be held vy mn; eolleag- 
ues... not even with a view to suggesting that the Govern: 
ment is deliberately anti-Semitic; but I wish to place on re- 
cord my view that the policy of his Majesty’s Government is 
anti-Semitic in result and will prove a rallying ground for 
Anti-Semites in every country in the world... The view is 
prompted by the receipt yesterday of a correspondence het- 
ween Lord Rothschild and Mr. Balfour... It is in this atmos- 
phere that the Government proposes to endorse the formation 
of a new nation with a new home in Palestine. This nation 
will presumably be formed of Jewish Russians, Jewish 
Englishmen, Jewish Roumanians, Jewish Bulgarians, and 
Jewish citizens of all nations... Zionism has always seemed 
to me to be a mischievous political creed, untenable by any 
patriotic citizen of the United Kingdom... I assert that there 
is not a Jewish nation. The members of my family, for in- 
stance, who have been in this country for generations, have 
no sort or kind of community of view or of desire with 
any Jewish family in any other country beyond the fact 
that they profess to a greater or less degree the same relig- 
ion... I would willingly disfranchise every Zionist. I would 
be almost tempted to proscribe the Zionist organization as 
illegal and against the national interest... I deny that Pa- 
lestine is to-day associated with the Jews or properly to be 
regarded as a fit place for them to live in... But when the 
Jew has a national home, surely it follows that the impetus 
to deprive us of the rights of British citizenship must be 
enormously increased. Palestine will become the world’s 
Ghetto. 

“The Anti-Semitism of the 
Present Government” 
Circulated by Edwin S. Montagu, 
the Secretary of State for India, 
Secret, Reference CAB, 24/24 
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Prof. TOYNBEE: No, by 1917 more than 90% of 


the population of Palestine were not Jews, 
That is the work of history “de facto”. In other 
words, of history, the “de facto” is the con- 
tipuisxgy Memory of the Jews, of Palestine, and 
with that memory of Palestine, their hope for 
return, but the Balfour Declaration takes a 
kind of both views you see. 


. HERZOG: Yes, I appreciate that. On the ques- 


tion of historical association. You recognize 
Professor, that there was a continuous Jewish 
residence in the land of Israel throughout the 
ages. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: A minority. 


Mr. 


HERZOG: Yes, but they were there. You re- 
cognize the aspiration, that return was the 
goal of national life throughout the ages. It is 
also a fact that the Arabs never had Palestine 
as a separate political entity. It was controlled 
from remote countries for a number of cen- 
turies. Passed from hand to hand, thirteen 
conquests down the ages. As the Middle East 
came to life in terms of the development of 
new nations, a process beginning after World 
War I and which has continued to our time, and 
was consummated in the 40s and early 50s. The 
international conscieusness recognized that the 
Arab peoples deserved nationhood and deserv- 
ed independence, deserved to achieve indepen- 
dence, from the torpor of centuries and con- 
quests and they, the Arab States, came into 
being covering an area close to two million 
square miles. They have achieved an indepen- 
dence of status, without precedence possibly 
even in the golden days of the Caliphs. with- 
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in the category of the Middle East it was xe- 
cognized that the Jewish people having longed 
and lived for its return, should establish itself 
once again with independence and freedom in 
the land of Israel. 


Now, you have interpretations, sir, of the Bal- 
four Declaration based on your association, 
at the time, with the British Government. 
Surely you will acknowledge that Lord Bal- 
four himself, Lloyd George, who was Prime 
Minister of the Government and Winston 
Churchill, surely they should know what was 
meant by the Balfour Declaration’. They have 


(17) “I do not deny that this is an adventure. Are we 
never to have adventures?” 
Lord Belfour at the House of Lords 
21 June 1922 
*... It has been said, and is still being obstinately re- 
peated by anti-Zionists again and again that Zionism aims 
at the creation of an independent ‘Jewish State’. But this 
is wholly fallacious. The ‘Jewish State’ was never a part 
of the Zionist program”. 
Statement by Sokolow 
President of the Zionist 
Organisation, in his book, 
History of Zionism, pub.; 1918 
“‘... If there were no Palestine it would, I believe, be 
necessary to create one in the Imperial interest. It is a 
bastion to Egypt — Weizman”. 
Richard Crossman, 
A Nation Reborn 
London, 1960, pp. 126, 131 
‘“’.. We can reasonably say that should Palestine fall 
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clearly stated it down the years. And, indeed, 
Emir Feisal, whom you met at the Peace Con- 
ference, he too recognized implicitly, the 
whole approach. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: Not the Jewish State. 


Mr. HERZOG: Well, I havn’t got the pact here. It 
is certainly implicit. But in any event, those 
responsible for the Balfour Declaration clear- 
ly have defined its purpose. There was talk 
of religious and civil rights of other inhabi- 
tants, and of that there has never been any 
question. The -basic issue here is that the 
Arab people having achieved a partrimony 
over eight countries and independence, and 
millions of square miles, should not begrudge 
the Jewish people, the State, 8,000 square miles 


within the British sphere of influence, and should Britain 
encourage Jewish settlement there, as a British dependency, 
we could have in twenty to thirty years a million Jews out 
there, perhaps more; they would develop the country, bring 
back civilization to it and form a very effective guard to 
the Suez Canal’. 

Chaim Weizmann, 

Trial and Error 

London, 1950, p. 191 


“In 1903, the British Government offered sixth Zionist 
Congress the territory of Uganda for the establishment of 
a Jewish National Home. This we accepted by 295 against 
175 votes”. 


Chaim Weizmann, 
Trial and Error, 
p. 117 
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which can work in co-operation with them.”® 
Originally, the mandate related to both Pales- 
tine and Jordan. In 1921, four-fifths was cut 
off when Jordan became independent, so you 
had a further attempt to satisfy the Arab ap- 
proach, So over the years the situation deve- 
loped as it did. 


(18) “To maintain the status quo will not do — we 
have set up a dynamic state bent upon ... expansion”. 


Rebirth and Destiny of Israel 
David Ben Gurion, 
1954, p. 419 


“All that we have taken we shall hold. During the 
ceasefire, we shall organize administration with fiercer 
energy, strengthen our footing in town and hamlet, speed 
up colonization and Aliyah, and look to the Army”. 

David Ben Gurion, 


Rebirth and Destiny of Israel 
“It lies upon the people’s shoulders to prepare for the 
war, but it lies upon the Israeli army to carry out the fight 
with the ultimate object of erecting the Israeli Empire’. 
From a statemen broadcast on the Arabic program, 
Radio Israel, 12 February 1951 
“Israel should take the offensive and capture strategie 
points along its border, including the Gaza Strip, and then 
should take over the British — backed Kingdom of Jordan’’. 
Israeli Herut Party 
The New York Times, 
25 January 1956 
On 10 March 1949, while the ink was still wet on the 
Israeli-Egyptian Armistice Agreement singned on 2 March 
1949, an Israeli motorized force advanced across the Negev 
and occupied Umm Resrash on the Gulf of Aquaba. 
Kusing’s Archives, 
Vol. VII 1948-50; p. 9650 
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Now, if you look at it today we hold neither 
land nor water nor any other resources which 
our Arab neighbours need for survival and 
advancement. Only blessing can come from 
co-operation, not only for us but also for them. 
History has set certain principles in the ap- 
roach to the whole problem in the Middle East. 
We have down the ages prayed and believed 
that our restoration will come and independ- 
ence will be restored and in that context of in- 
dependence we again could make a contribu- 
tion to mankind. This has taken place in our 
time. We believe there are among Arab cir- 
cles, people who subsonsciously appreciate 
this. But they have got to be encouraged. And 
any attempt to raise old claims without re- 
levance to the present situation, and we will 
talk later on of the future. I think you are high- 
ly helpful in that regard. We will now pass 
to the fossil, sir. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: Mr. Ambassador, if I may take 
up this last point, the provinces of Canada 
stretch even further than the eight Arab 
countries. They strech from ocean to ocean. 
So surely, on the Ambassador’s argument, 
Canada should not bergrudge to the poor old 
Algonquins such a little piece like Montreal, 
because they have such a lot left even if Mon- 
treal is given back to the Algonquins. 


I am putting it in a joking form, but my ser- 
ious point is that the fact those eight Arab 
countries are happily independent does not af- 
fect the fate of the Arabs who live in what is 
now Israel, because that is not part of the 
Arab States. The fact that other Arabs have 
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their independence and can make their own 
future does not make the former Arab inha- 
bitants of what is now Israel any less refugees 
and expatriates than they are at the moment 
On the Balfour Declaration, I must say expli- 
citly that I know that it was clearly under- 
stood at that time that the National Home was 


not intended to a Jewish national State. And 
this was clearly stated to the Zionist Organiza- 
tion by the British Government at the time 
the Balfour Declaration was issued, and the 
Declaration was accepted on those terms. And 
the mandate was given by the League of Na- 
tions to Britain on those terms. I think Bri- 
tain made an awfulness of the administration 
of the Mandate. I think we had taken on some- 
thing perhaps beyond the capacity of any 
country to take on. Never mind, the Jews 
could not have made the mistake at the time 
of believing that the Balfour Declaration pro- 
mised them a Jewish state. 


. HERZOG: But it is a fact, Professor — again, 


I say that I have read the interpretations gi- 
ven by those responsible for the Declaration 
and the consensus of world opinion at the time 
and the unfolding years after that — certainly 
you will agree that the United Nations took a 
decision in November 1947 that there was to 
be a Jewish State of Palestine. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: They took a decision later that 


Arab refugees were to be repatriated. 


Mr. HERZOG: They did not take such a decision. 


No they did not take a decision that the Arab 
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refugees were to be repatriated to Israel." We 
can discuss this now if you wish, or go to the 
fossil business. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: I would like to discuss that, yes. 


Mr. HERZOG: Very good. The General Assembly 
of the United Nations, in 1948, established a 
Palestine Conciliations Commission dealing 
with the whole complex of problems which 
had arisen between Israel and the Arab States. 
They were to serve as mediators, and the 
parties were also asked, in the resolution, if 
they wished to operate directly and have a 
direct contact with a view to finding a solution 
for all these problems. Within the context of 
this Resolution the refugee problem was refer- 
red to. The Commission was supposed to study 
the possibilities either of the repatriation or 
resettlement or compensation, with all this as 


(19) In 11 December 1948 the United Nations General 
Assembly adopted a resolution calling for the repatriation 
and compensation of the Arab refugees. ‘Resolution No. 1/4’. 
Between 1950 and 1967, eighteen resolutions were adopted 
by the General Assembly affirming and reaffirming annually 
the right of the refugees to repatriation or compensation 
under the provisions of paragraph 11 of the resolution of 
11 December 1948. The Israelis continue to refuse imple- 
mentation and to demand resettlement of the refugees in 
Arab countries. The Israeli position is contrary both to the 
desire of the refugees who in their overwhelming majority 
want to return to their homes and homeland, and to specific 
U.N. resolutions affirming the refugees’ right to return. 


Sami Hadawi, 
The Arab Refuggees, 
Baghdad Observer, 
May 23, 1969 
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a part of a general context of a peace settle- 
ment. The Kesolution talks of return of re- 
fugees as soon as practicable and also talks of 
those retugees who wish to live in peace. This 
Resolution has been dead now since 1948... It 
has been dead — yes, it has been dead because 
the Arabs have never announced that they 
would live in peace with Israel. They refused 
to negotiate directly and the P.C.C., in fact, 
has been a defunct body for many years now. 
What it our position on this? The Arab refugee 
problem, Professor, is one of a whole complex 
of refugee problems. I believe since 1940 some 
30 million people have been uprooted across 
the world-Korea, Vietnam, Germany, Finland 
— nearly all of these problems either have 
been solved or are approaching solution, and 
in no case a solution been for repatriation, 
but rather through absorption. 

And what have we said? We have said that 
we are prepared to pay full compensation. We 
have said we are prepared to consider a limi- 
ted repatriation within a framework of union 
of families, but the problem will never move 
unless the Arab governments are prepared to 
cooperate in alleviating the suffering of the 
refugees. The fact is. our figures by the way 
of the refugees are about 550.000°°. We have a 
basis unon which to assume that some 160,000 
have been absorbed. This is a unique problem. 


(20) “The number of Arabs who left their homes by 14 
May 1948 was in the neighbourhood of 400,000. By the time 
the last Armistice Agreement had been signed, another 
350,000 had been forced to leave the country, bringing the 
total number of refugees who had been expelled from their 
homes inside Israel to some 750,000. 
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There is no economic difficulty. Money has 
been voted by the United Nations; and there 
is the promise of the United States govern- 
ment which mentioned a loan. There is no soc- 
ial problem because they are living among 
their people. The Arab living today in a camp 


According to the 1966-1967 report of the United Na- 
tions Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA) the number of 
refugees registered with the Agency as on 31 May 1967, 
had risen, through natural population increase, to 1,344,576, 
of whom 860,951 were in receipt of rations. 


These figures do not include, however, Palestinians 
who have lost their means of livelihood but not their homes, 
and as such, do not qualify for relief according to UNRWA 
regulations. Also they do not include persons who have been 
able to re-establish themselves in neighbouring Arab count- 
ries without outside help and therefore are not in need 
of relief; or Palestinians who are now scattered throughout 
the World. 


During the Six-Days war (1967) the impetus of the Is- 
raeli attack took them right through the West Bank of 
Jordan as far as the River Jordan (now the cease-fire line). 
Surprised by the suddenness of the attack and terrified by 
modern war weapons, such as napalm; of which they had 
had no previous exprerience, the Arab villagers again fied 
in panic, along with some refugees from the 1948 war, many 
of whom had been settled in camps in western Jordan. Alto- 
gether about 200,000 people fled during the brief war. Ano- 
ther 210,000 have since followed them, impelled by fear, 
the dynamiting of their houses or loss of their menfolk, to 
leave their homes and land’. 

Sami Hadawi, 
The Arab Refugees, 
Baghdad Observer, 

May 23, 1969 
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in Trans-Jordan—is not at all living in Britain 
— he is living in his own surroundings, part 
of the environment of rising Arab National- 
ism, a religious, cultural identity of back- 
ground and psychological. The problem will 
never move until the Arab governments are 
prepared to co-operate in a humanitarian solu- 
tion. 


I noticed, Professor, that you yourself criticized 
the Arab government. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: I have, yes. 


Mr. HERZOG: And you have said, very rightly, 
and talking of suffering, turning back to the 
first part of our conversation. “Why don’t they 
take them out of this parasitic existence? Why 
don’t they set them up in farms and villages 
and homes? Why keep them there? As a poli- 
tical weapon? You who have scanned history 
over thousands of years, do you know of any 
other case, any precedent of holding hundreds 
of thousands of people as political hostages in 
camps, parasitic, no future, quenching the 
very sense of creativeness in them? And for 
what purpose? So they can be ready as a part 
of a political pawn in the ultimate program 
to exterminate the Israel government. Have 
you read the report of the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations last year? He views the 
solution in terms of economic integration to 
the area. And we are forced to play our part 
in it. 

We are very upset about this continued huma- 
nitarian problem. It is not in our hands. We 
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cannot solve it. In Israel now there are ten 
per cent Arabs, 200,000. They enjoy every 
right with their Jewish fellow citizens.*' Do 
you want us to take back people who have 
been nurtured on hate for thirteen years on 


(21) “The remnants of Palestine’s Arabs who have 
continued to live in the Zionist settler-state since 1948 
have their own “Bantustans’’, their “native reserves’, their 
“Ghettoes” — although the institution which they encounter 
in their daily lives is given by the Zionist authorities the 
euphemistic name, “security zone’. 


About 90% of the Arabs living under Israel’s Jurisdic- 
tion live in such “security zones”. 


Alone in the Zionist settler-state, these Arabs live 
under martial law. Whereas, in other parts of the country, 
civil administration prevails, in the Arab — inhabited 
“security zones” the administrative functionaries are mili- 
tary officers, serving under the Ministry of Defence. Arabs 
charged with offenses under the martial law in force in 
the “security zones” (the “Emergency [Defence] Regula- 
tions’) are prosecuted before military tribunals. the deci- 
sions of which are not appealable. Deportation and forced 
residence, by fiat of the Military Governor, are common- 
place”. 


Alone in the Zionist settler-state, Arab inhabitants 
of the “security zones” are subject to the pass system, which 
harshly restricts their movement and travel. 


Alone in the Zionist settler-state, Arabs are denied the 
basic rights of expression, assembly, and association. They 
are not permitted to publish newspapers or to form politi- 
cal organizations. Educational opportunities for Arabs are 
severely restricted: the higher the level of education, the 
more discriminatory the restriction of opportunities. Nor is 
the quality of the educational systems to which Arabs have 
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the basis of the Resolution of 1948 — talking 
of those wishing to live in peace, nurtured on 
hate, vengeance and destruction — take them 
back into our state, and we have ten per cent 
Arab population? For what? So they can rip us 
apart? They should be schizophrenic? Take 
them out of a total Arab environment where 
they live, where they can create economically 


disproportionately-limited access faintly comparable to the 
educational system open to Jews. 


Economically, Arabs in the Zionist settler-state suffer 
from a threefold handicap: their limited access to employ- 
ment opportunities creates large-scale unemployment; such 
employment as they are permitted to obtain is confined 
largely to menial services; and they are denied the right 
to. “equal pay for equal work”. 


The agricultural lands and homes of the Arabs of the 
Zionist settler-state are subject to confiscation by administra- 
tive decree, under a succession of drastic laws, introduced 
by the state between 1948 and 1953, which deny aggrieved 
owners the ability to seek redress through the courts. 
Whole Arab villages have been expropriated and given to 
Jews for the establishment of Zionist settlements. 


Finally. the enjoyment by Arabs of the elementary 
right to citizenship in their own country is curtailed by 
statutory discrimination. Whereas a Jew, under the nation- 
ality law, is eligible for citizenship immediately upon arrival, 
indigenous Arabs of the Zionist settler-state are subject to 
a system of qualified eligibility which has left a majority 
of Israel’s Arabs languishing in the limbo of noncitizenships. 


Fayez A. Sayegh, 
Zionist Colonialism in Palestine 
pp. 28, 29 
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socially, religiously? But a psychologically 
part to bring them in to be minority in a 
Jewish state’ And this will help the problem 
in the Middle East? There is money; there is 
lands, there is water. All that is needed is a 
part of that humanitarian benevolence and a 
sense of duty to which you referred. 


Professor Toynbee, in 1948 the war of aggres- 
sion unleashed on us, created two refugee 
problems. One related to some 550,000 Arabs. 
The other related to some 400,000 Jews and 
70,000 Arabs. We have settled the second prob- 
lem. We have absorbed over 400,000 Jews from 
Arab countries who were there of longer 
standing than the same Arab in Palestine. We 
have settled them, we have taken them in as 
brothers, and we have settled 70,000 Arab re- 
fugees in the country. The only Arab refugees 
who have been struck off from UNRWA roles 
are those we have taken into our economy. 


The other problem has not moved, not because 
there is no money, not because there is no pos- 
sibility of solution, but purely because a hu- 
manitarian problem has been put into a total- 
ly political context of animosity and hatred. 
The feeling of these poor people and their fu- 
ture, their very life, has been sacrificed. For 
what? Some demagogic ambition of control 
and rule throughout the Middle East. Every 
international assessment, every report has re- 
comended a movement in the direction of eco- 
nomic integration and broadening economic 
possibilities — and we will play our part, there 
is no question of that. 


We long to see the problem solved as you do; 
but it will not be solved by formulas, it will 
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not be solved in a context in which they re- 
fuse to talk to us, and it will not be solved 
when these refugees are prepared to desroy us. 


Only a few months ago, last month, Professor 
Toynbee, a representative of the Arab refu- 
gees appeared at the United Nations. What did 
he talk about? The destruction of Israel, the 
extermination of Israel. He was probably told 
to do so by a certain government in the Middle 
East. He said so. So you tell us now: “In 1948 


they talked of coming back to peace and now, 
take them back after thirteen years, he says 
he wants to destroy you. Why not? Let him 
come in and rip you apart. Please commit 
suicide so at least the Arab armies won’t have 
to overwhelm you from without.” That sir, I 
think in the scan of history you will find no 
nation would be prepared to do. And since 
said earlier that in certain respects we belong 
to a whole category of nations in our behav- 
iour and it is in this respect too we will not 
commit suicide. 


Prof. TOYNBEE: I think there are two points in 
what the Ambassador has just said. One is re- 
patriation and the other is using refugees as 
powns. I tink there is an inconsistency in 
the Israeli stand. You claim for Jews repatria- 
tion into Palestine. thovgh since as long ago 
as 135 A.D. there has been no solid Jewish 
population in Palestine, though I agree with 
the Ambassador, Jews have been continually 
in Palestine as a minority. A rather small mi- 
nority. And since 64 B.C. there has not been 
a Jewish state in Palestine. 
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You have claimed repatriation not in the terms 
of the Balfour Declaration (a Jewish sation- 
al home but not a state), but in the extreme 
form of a state. But at the same time you have 
denied to the Arabs who were forcecé out of 
Palestine, the Israeli part of Palestine, as re- 
cently as 1948, the very thing that you ciaim 
is the central claim of the Jewish people. It is 
inconsistent. Think about it. 


Note: This debate was held in Hillel House, Stanley 
street, Montreal, P. Q. on Tuesday, January 31, 1961. 


The Arab Information Center has taken this text from 
a tape received from Radio Station GKGM in Montreal. Be- 
cause of some difficulties in recording the debate, a few 
words have been missed. 


The second part of this debate which is mainly related 
to civilization and fossil will be published in the next issue 
of this series. 


The Editor 
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APPENDIX 


THE BALFOUR DECLARATION 


On November 2, 1917, a letter was issued by 
the British Foreign Secretary signed by Lord Bal- 
four, and addressed to Lord Rotschild. The letter 
runs as follows: 


“Dear Lord Rothschild, 


I have much pleasure in conveying to you, on 
behalf of His Majesty’s Government the following 
declaration of sympathy with Jewish Zionist as- 
piration which has been submitted to, and ap- 
proved by, the Cabinet: 


‘His Majesty's Government view with favour 
the establishment in Palestine of a National Home 
tor the Jewish people, and will use their best en- 
deavours to facilitate the achievement of this ob- 
ject, it being clearly understood that nothing shall 
be done which may prejudice the civil and reli- 
gious rights of the existing non Jewish communi- 
ties in Palestine, or the right and political status 
enjoyed by the Jews in any other country; 


I shall be grateful if you would bring this dec- 
laration to the knowledge of the Zionist Federa- 
tion. 


Yours sincerely, 
Arthur Balfour 


Britain was not unaware of the illigality of 
such a declaration and the promise to establish a 
natonal home for the Zionist jews in Palestine. 
Britain did not possess Palestine nor had the right 
to determine the destiny of the people and their 
land. Palestine is the property of her own Arab 
people who inhabited their own land, and who 
alone have the right.of self-determination. On the 
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other hand at the time of the declaration, Peltstine 
was still a part of the Otto.nan Empire. Britain 
only occupied a portion of Palestine, not all of the 
country, since it occupied the whole country in 
September, 1918. The occupant does not have the 
liberty of action in the occupied land since this 
should be determined by a peace treaty. The Dec- 
laration was issued to ascertain an unlawful aim 
and 14 was an open violation of the international 
law. 


Towrads the end of the nineteenth century, 
the governor of Sudan, Lord Ketchner, planned 
to separate Palestine from the Ottoman Empire 
considering it the eastern bastion of the Suez Ca- 
nal. That was confirmed by the report submitted 
by Sir Car+pbell Nairman Committee in 1907. The 
Committee was to present recommendations with 
the aim of safeguarding the Empire interests in 
Asia and Africa. It recommended the separation 
of the Arab countries in Africa from those in Asia. 
To achieve this aim, the Committee suggested to 
build a human barrier between the two parts, 
strong and alien in nature having friendly rela- 
tions with the colonialists and hostile to the indi- 
genous inhabitants of the area. 


A significant document in this respect is a 
report presented by Lord Allenby, Commander of 
of the British campaign on Palestine, and later 
High Commissioner of Egypt. Lord Allenby noted 
in his report to Lloyd George the growing Arab 
liberation movement and its danger on the British 
interests. He suggested the annexation of the Sinai 
to Palestine to prevent any Egyptian attempt to 
close the Canal against British navigation.’ 


(1) Jamil, Hussain, The IIlegality of Establishing A 
Zionist State In Palestine, Baghdad, 1970, p. 14. 
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In a letter dated November 1914, sent to C.P. 
Scott, then editor of the Manchester Guardian, 
Dr. Weizmann said “... we can reasonably say 
that should Palestine fall within the British 
sphere of influence, and should Britain en- 
courage Jewish settlement there, as a British 
dependency, we could have in twenty to thirty 
years a million Jews out there, perhaps 
more; ... and form a very effective guard for 
the Suez Canal’’.? 


Again, in July, 1921, Weizmann said in a letter 
written, but never sent, to Mr. Churchill, 
“... if there were no Palestine it would, I 
believe, be necessary to create one in the 
Imperial interest. It is a bastion to Egypt’”.° 
“We know what you expect from us”, declared 
Max Nordau in speech in the Albert Hall in 
1919 in which he went over in detail the mut- 
ual commitments of the Zionists and British 
ruling circles. We shall have to be the guards 
of the Suez Canal. We shall have to be the 
sentinels of your way to India via the Near 
East. We are ready to fulfil this difficult mili- 
tary service, but it is essential to allow us to 
become a power in order to enable us to 
do our task’’.4 


One more document is an article by a Zionist 


leader, Ayem Pushikin, published in the Palestine 
Post on the 3rd, of July, 1936, Pushikin said that, 


(2) Alan. R. Taylor, Prelude To Israel, Philosophical 
Library, New York, 1959, pp. 5, 6. 


(3) Ibid., p. 12. 


(4) Max Nordau To His People, p. 57. 
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if Palestine were to be left all Arab, it meant that 
Great Britain would soon be obliged to leave the 
land and to leave Egypt gradually. But if Palestine 
were to include a Jewish majority, that would 
mean a vital political alliance between the British 
and the Zionists. 


Thus the Zionist and imperialist interests met. 
An alliance was formed between the two showing 
its first fruits in the Balfour Declaration which 
gave the Zionist jews a national home not owned 
by Britain who, moreover, did not have the right 
to determine its future and the future of its peo- 
ple. The Declaration ignored the simplest human 
right ie. the right of self-determination* 
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THE MANDATE FOR PALESTINE 


The Council of The League of Nations: 


Whereas the Principal Powers have agreed, 
for the purpose of giving effect to the provisions 
of article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Na- 
tions, to entrust to a Mandatory selected by the 
said powers the administration of the territory of 
Palestine, which formerly belonged to the Turkish 
Empire, within such boundaries as may be fixed 
by them; and, whereas the Principal Allied Powers 
have also agreed that the Mandatory should be 
responsible for putting into effect the declaration 
originally made on November 2nd, 1917, by the 
Government of His Britanic Majesty, and adopted 
by the said Powers, in favour of the establishment 
in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish 
people, it is being clearly understood that nothing 
should be done which might prejudice the civil and 
religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities 
in Palestine, or the right and political status en- 
joyed by Jews in any other country; and, whereas 
recognition has thereby been given to the histori- 
cal connection of the Jewish people with Palestine 
and to the grounds for reconstituting the national 
home in that country. 


1. Reading the preamble of the document of 
the British mandate over Palestine, we shall be 
startled to find that the great powers had agreed 
to commission the mandatory government to carry 
out the declaration originally issued by H.M. Go- 
vernment on the second of November, 1917. and 
was endorsed by the countries concerned, implv- 
ing the establishment of a national home for the 
Jews in Palestine. What does this mean? 
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Remembering that the number of the Jews in 
Palestine at the time of the mandate was only 
90,000 while the Arabs were 650,000, and that the 
Jews in the world numbered 12 millions, it will 
become quite obvious that the national home could 
not have been set up for the 50,000 Jews who were 
already in Palestine, but for the 12 millions non- 
Palestinian Jews. The irony of this situation be- 
comes more accentuated when we remember that 
the mandate system is supposed to have been made 
for the interests of the people living in the terri- 
tory under mandate and not for others. 


2. The Balfour Declaration which became a 
component part of the mandate document, does 
not recognize any political rights for the Arabs of 
Palestine. It only recognizes civil and religious 
aa (refer, please, to the text of the Declara- 
tion). 


3. The Arabs who count thirteen times more 
than the Jewish minority in Palestine, are referred 
to not as “people” in the Declaration, but “nor- 
Jewish communities in Palestine’’. 


4. While the Declaration and the Mandate do- 
cument too deprived the Arab majority of every 
political rights, it stated that the rights and poli- 
tical status enjoyed by the Jews outside Palestine 
should not be affected. This confirms the intention 
of establishing a Zionist state in Palestine, since 
without it, no one could imagine that the position 
and political rights of the Jews in other countries 
could be affected. 


5. According to article 22, para. 4, of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, the assign- 
ment of the mandatory government is to train and 
offer advice to the indigenous people. Consequent- 
ly, a national government should have been 
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formed as was the case in Iraq, Syria, and Leba- 
non. But Palestine was deprived of a national go- 
vernment, because that would have meant a go- 
vernment with a majority representation of the 
Arabs who remained a big majority until the last 
day of the mandate in spite of the official and ille- 
gal measures taken by the manadtory government 
to attract more Jews to Palestine. The Palestine 
Royal Commission, 1937, stated that the aim of 
establishing a national home for the Jews in Pa- 
lestine was behind the British refusal to form a 
national government in Palestine.’ “In 1933 the 
Arabs attacked the Government... The Mandate 
was merely a cynical device for promoting British 
imperialism under a mask of humane considera- 
tions for the Jews’’.? 


“On receiving the mandate of the League of 
Nations, in 1922-23 Great Britain established 
her control over Palestine. Since the Arab popu- 
lation of the country vigorously opposed British 
Colonial oppression, Britain began to depend 
more than ever on the Zionists in the matter 
of ‘fitting up’ Palestine with a population pre- 
pared to guard British interests, and generally 
encourage Zionist Colonisation. Let us recall 
what the British papers wrote in anticipation 
of these developments. When the whole of 
Palestine is “to be brought securely under our 
control” wrote The Manchester Guardian, 
“then on the conclusion of peace our delibe- 
rate policy will be to encourage in every way 


(1) The Political History of Palestine under British 
Administration, Jerusalem, 1947, p. 23. 


(2) The Palestine Royal Commission Report, 1937, p. 84. 
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in our power Jewish immigration. The Irish 
Times stated: “From the British point of view 
the defence of the Suez Canal can best be 
secured by the establishment in Palestine of 
a people attached to us ...’° 


(3) Ivanov, Yuri, Caution: Zionism, Moscow, Progress 
Publishers, 1970 p. 75. 
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Zionism is absolutely false 
and essentially reactionary. 
Not only national, but even 
racial peculiarities are de- 
nied to the Jews by modern 
scientific investigation. 


Lenin, Collected Works vol. 
7, p. 100. 


This calamity that overtook 
the Palestinian Arabs in 
A.D. 1948 was on the heads 
of Zionist Jews who seized 
a Lebensraum for them- 
selves in Palestine by force 
of arms. 


Toynbee, A Study of His- 
tory, p. 290. 


The tragedy of the people 
of Palestine is that their 


country was “given” by a 
foreign Power to another 
people for the creation of 
a new state. 


Bertrand Russell, January 


31, 1970. 


The cry for the national 
home for Jews does not 
make much appeal to me. 
Palestine belongs to the 
Arabs in the same sense 
that England belongs to the 
English or France to the 
French. It is wrong to im- 
pose the Jews on the 
Arabs. The Palestine of Bib- 
lical conception is not the 
geographical tract... it is 
wrong to enter it under the 
shadow of British guns — 
nothing can be said against 
the Arab resistance in the 
face of over-whelming odds. 


Mahatma Ghandi, Article 
in Harijan, Nov. 12, 1938. 


